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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE REMOVAL of judges chambers was effected on 
Monday last, and the advantages of the increased ac- 
commodation afforded, and the improved arrangements 
for keeping order, have been generally appreciated. 
The two halls set apart on the ground and first floors of 
the new building for the meeting of solicitors are spacious 
and airy, and afford a pleasant contrast to the ‘“‘ bear 
gardens” st Serjeant’s-inn. The decorations of the 
bar-room are now complete, and the learned judge at 
chambers is provided with accommodation suited to his 
dignity. 





Tur Reeistrar in Lunacy has to fulfil, with regard to 
lunacy matters, similar functions to those performed by 
the Chancery Registrars with regard to chancery business, 
and, in addition, acts as secretary to the Lord Chancellor 
in matters connected with the jurisdiction in lunacy. His 
salary is £1,000 a year, and he kas hitherto been allowed 
to engage in private practice. For the post of Chancery 
Registrar a preliminary training in the office, frequently 
extending over twenty years, is considered requisite; to 
the postof Lunacy Registrar the Lord Chancellor has just 
appointed a gentleman who has hitherto been Assistant 
Registrar of Trade-marks and Assistant Registrar of 
Designs, and who was cailed to the bar on January 26, 
1878. Mr. Lowry Whittle is, we believe, a gentleman 
of great ability, but we can hardly congratulate the 

eprofession upon the appointment, having regard to 





the fact that the Legal Department Commission, in 
their report in 1874, recommended that the office of 
Registrar in Lunacy ought not to be continued on its 
present footing. Mr. W. M’Neil Cairns has been 
appointed to succeed Mr. Whittle as Assistant Regis- 
trar of Trade-marks and Assistant Registrar of Designs. 





THE MATTER, to which we have before referred, of the 
provision in the new rules intended to put an end to the 
issue of private lists of persons granting bills of sale, 
has this week been the subject of considerable discus- 
sion, and some rather excited and hasty letters on the 
subject have appeared in the Z'imes, one correspondent 
(who apparently thought that the Bills of Sale Act, 
1854, was still in force) describing the effect of the new 
rule as being ‘‘ to take from the public the protection of 
registration.” The effect of the new rule is, of course, 
to give protection to the persons requiring it. Anyone 
about to deal with John Jones will be entitled to ascer- 
tain whether John Jones has granted any bill of sale. 
This appears to be all that can in reason be required if 
easy means of search are provided, but the mercantile 
community will doubtless raise a clamour at being de- 
prived of their Stubbs’ or Perry’s list. It may be worth 
while to consider whether the new system of certificates 
of search could not be amended and extended so as to 
enable anyone to write to the Bills of Sale Office request- 
ing a search in a specified name or names and enclos- 
ing a small fee, and to receive by return of post a 
statement of the result of the search. 





AN INGENIOUS ATTEMPT by tenants to visit the iniquities 
of plumbers on the landlord—an attempt which, if suc- 
cessful, would have opened upa vast vista of litigation— 
was defeated last week in the Court of Appeal. In a case 
of Anderson v. Oppenheimer the plaintiffs sued for breach 
of a covenant for quiet enjoyment contained in the 
lease of their house, the interruption of quiet enjoy- 
ment alleged being the bursting of water-pipes which 
had been fixed in the house before the commencement 
of the lease. The plaintiffs’ contention, in effect, came to 
this, that whenever the water-pipes in a house burst, the 
landlord was liable under the covenant for quiet enjoy- 
ment—a result which would render the domestic calami- 
ties attendant on a season of frost more supportable 
than they are at present. The weak point in the con- 
tention was, of course, that, although there had been an 
interruption of quiet enjoyment, it had not been 
occasioned by any act or omission of the lessor since 
the commencement of the lease ; and the court bad not 
much difficulty in coming to a decision against the 
tenants. 


THE view we have always taken of the perplexing de- 
cision of the Court of Appeal in Jn re Williams (26 
W. R. 274) as to the circumstances under which an 
attornment clause in a mortgage would be held to be a 
fraud on the bankruptcy law, and, therefore, invalid, was 
confirmed by the subsequent decision of the court in Jn 
re Stockton Jron Furnace Company (27 W. R. 433), 
where Lord Justice Bramwell said that the intention and 
object of the arrangement in Jn re Williams was to 
commit a fraud on the bankruptcy law, since, practically, 
the effect of the provisions of the mortgage in that case 
was that the attornment clause should come into opera- 
tion only in the event of bankruptcy. But it will be 
remembered that Lord Justice James and the Master of 
the Rolls, in the Stockton case, stated or implied that 
the reservation of a rent very much above the value of 
the property might show that the attornment clause 
was, as Lord Justice James put it, “only part of a 
device which would enable the mortgagee to obtain, in 
the event of the mortgagor's bankruptey, something 
which he would not otherwise obtain,” and thatin sach 
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a case the principle of In re Williams would apply. We 
pointed out at the time that this could hardly be sup- 
ported, for as a matter of fact the attornment clause 
was in all cases such a device, since no actual 
tenancy was ever intended to be created. We observe 
that the Whief Judge has, in the recent case of Ex 
parte the Bank of Whitehaven, In re Bowes (28 W. R. 
523), distinctly discarded the excessive amount of rent 
reserved as a test of whether an attornment clause is a 
fraud on the bankruptcy law. He says that in In re 
Stockton Iron Furnace Company “the amount of rent 
is passed over cursorily. No stress whatever was laid on 
it. No such proposition as is now contended for could 
be drawn from that case—namely, that the test is 
whether the rent reserved is a fair rent or not. I do not 
think that any such thing is decided in either of the 
cases. The monstrous amount in Williams’ case struck 
the Lords Justices very forcibly, and was one of the 
elements from which they drew their conclusion. In 
the other case no stress seems to have been laid upon the 
amount, nor is there any case that I know of where it 
has been held that the question whether the rent is a 
fair rent or not affects the validity of the deed.” And 
the learned judge adds that no disapprobation is ex- 
pressed by the Lords Justices in either of the cases before 
them “against the extensive use of the attornment 
clause, unless you can find, looking at the whole trans- 
action, that it is a fraud on the bankruptcy law.” 





YET ONE MORE LEARNED GENTLEMAN has received the 
honour of silk—Mr. Edward Macnaghten, M.P., of the 
equity bar, who was called to the bar in Hilary Term, 
1857. 





SOME DESIDERATA IN CONNECTION WITH 
THE NEW LAW COURTS. 


Tuere are certain unpleasant peculiarities generally con- 
nected with courts of justice. The connection does not, 
however, in all cases, seem absolutely necessary in the 
nature of things, and the approach of the period at which 
the New Law Courts will be ready for use naturally 
suggests to the mind a faint hope that, a new point of de- 
parture being thus taken, some slight effort may bemade to 
modify these unpleasant features for the future. The 
present courts at Westminster, and in fact one may 
safely say most of the buildings at present used for the 
administration of justice, are scandalously ill contrived 
and insufficient for the purposes for which they are re- 
quired. The accommodation for the various classes of 
persons whose duty calls upon them to attend courts of 
justice ismiserable. Jurymen in waiting, witnesses, bar- 
risters’ clerks and solicitors’ clerks have none of them any 
special accommodation provided for them. They all have 
to hang about the passages or in‘the court itself, over- 
crowding the place, and vitiating the atmosphere. 
Again, it is a necessary feature of the administration 
of justice in this country that courts of justice should 
be open to the public. Practically, of course, the 
persons who go to courts of justice are chiefly cither 
idlers who go there to kill time in the hope of some 
amusement, or who are attracted by some unusually 
interesting trial ; or too often they are merely a wretched 
out-at-elbows kind of persons, who make the court 4 
sitting-room in wet or cold weather, having no other 
place of resort. This last class, whose garments are 
generally frowsy, especially when their frowsiness is 
aggravated in wet weather by the warmth of the court 
acting upon them in a moist state, tend largely to in- 
crease the disagreeable odour which is produced to some 
extent in all over-crowded places. The ways and 
manners of these unfortunate but undesirable waifs and 





of absorbed interest when.something is going on 
which they cannot, by any possibility, understand, 
such as an argument about the true construction of a 
charter-party. One theory which may account for this is 
that this apparent interest is the result of a half-latent 
consciousness that they have no business to be there at 
all, and an attempt to assume an appearance which may 
belie that consciousness. It is not within our sphere to- 
portray the absurd or semi-pathetic characteristics of 
the frequenters of courts of justice, but we should wish, 
as far as possible, to raise our testimony (though not with 
very sanguine hopes) in favour of some attempt, if 
possible, to remedy existing evils. The class of people 
who, under the present system, have the free run of the 
courts can afford no safeguard against a corrupt or 
partial administration of justice, and they do seriously’ 
interfere with the convenience, and increase the danger 
to the health, of those who are obliged, on matters of 
business, to frequent courts of justice. 

We believe it was proposed, when the plans of the New 
Law Courts were before the public, that their construe- 
tion should be such as to discourage the mere idler who 
frequented courts of justice from such motives as those 
we have alluded to. Of course, his position might easily 
be rendered as uncomfortable as possible. He might be 
only allowed admission to distant galleries, from which 
little could be heard, and which should be swept by fierce 
draughts. It might be so arranged that there should be 
as much going up and down stairs of a steep and 
tortuous character as possible before he could arrive at 
the place allotted to him. How far such excessive 
stringency towards him might be thought practicable or 
consistent with the British Constitution may perhaps be 
doubtful, but at any rate the arrangements should not 
give undue facility for his gadding about from court to 
court, like a bee seeking honey, or, to use a simile which 
we are afraid would be often more appropriate, like a 
fly seeking carrion ; and certainly he should have a place 
quite apart from that allotted to those who really have 
business to do. The number of these latter is really 
quite sufficient to ensure the due and necessary publicity 
to the administration of justice so as to prevent 
corruption or partiality. 

We are disposed to think, however —we must 
confess reluctantly, having regard to the sort of 
people who most frequent courts of justice as 
spectators, the idleness of their motives, and the 
annoyances they cause—that, in a free country, an 
opportunity ought to be given to persons who wish to see 
the administration of justice to be able to do so, and 
there is great difficulty in separating the class of persons 
who wish to do so from respectable motives from the 
mere idlers and those who use courts of justice merely as 
shelters. One may often see respectable country people 
who come obviously from a desire to see, with their 
bodily eyes, one of the institutions of the land, and who 
inquire of junior counsel of accessible demeanour, in an 
awe-stricken whisper, the names of the judges. Such a 
desire is legitimate, though troublesome, and we think 
there is a certain amount of political good worked by its 
gratification. These are not the class of persons who 
come and sit in a torpid state for hours, creating effluvia, 
or who flock with open mouths and staring eyes tc. 
hear some case of a prurient character. We wish 
most earnestly there were some means of separating 
these classes from one another. But we fear the 
discretion of the ordinary policeman is hardly equal: 
to the task of discriminating between them, and in the 
nature of things there will be persons on the border- 
land between the two classes, At any rate, in the new 
courts it is to be expected that preper waiting-rooms will 
be provided for witnesses, jurymen, and others in 
attendance. It should likewise be the duty of policemen 
or other persons in attendance to summon and marshal 


strays have been frequently commented on by humor. | them about as they are wanted, It adds to the bustle 
and confusion greatly to have jurymen and witnesses. 
unfamiliar with the place hanging about unable to find. 


ous writers in descriptions of courts of justice. One 
peculiarity exhibited by some of them is an appearance 








ee a oe oo a a Cr ae ae SS a 


mMORPrPOs COAanRPewre ORV awe A Vw Y G Pho 


Q 


Pesverreege 





April 24, 1880. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. «481 





ne 





out when and where they are wanted. The advantages 
of providing special places for these different classes of 
persons where they may be found, and whence they may 
be summoned when required, would then become obvious. 

While we are upon these topics there are certain 
mysteries connected with the courts at Westminster we 
should like to see solved. There are certain dark and 
mysterious dens in which consultations take place, for 
the use of which pecuniary considerations are paid by the 
parties. Whether these fees are perquisites of some 
under-official, or whether they are accounted for to the 
State, the system seems to us objectionable. If they go 
to some official, it seems to us an abuse; if they go to the 
State it seems to us that such charges ought to be in- 
included in the court fees. Rooms are provided in con- 
nection with the assize courts in places like Leeds and 
Manchester for consultations for which we believe no 
special charge is made.’ We do hope that this kind of hole- 
and-corner abuse will not be perpetuated in the New 
Law Courts. Again, some system should be established 
by which cheap and good refreshments should be pro- 
vided within the building. It ought not to be made 
the perquisite of some under-official’s relations to supply 
them. A monopoly—which is a perquisite of that sort— 
gives rise to obvious mischief. A good firm ought to 
receive a concession dependent upon their giving satis- 
faction. 

We have pointed out a few matters which seem to 
us to call for alteration. The only mode of getting 
these things altered is by agitating on the subject. 
Unless a new system is enforced when the New Law Courts 
open, the old traditions will establish themselves, petty 
vested interests will soon spring up, and all hope of any 
alteration will be lost. 








CAN THE RAILWAY COMMISSIONERS ORDER 
COMPANIES TO ERECT STRUCTURAL 
WORKS ? 


[CommunicaTED. ] 


Tue recently-decided case of the South-Hastern Rail- 
way Company v. The Railway Commissioners (L. R. 
5 Q. B. D. 217) is one of really transcendent 
importance to railway companies. The question was 
whether the Railway Commissioners have power to order 
a railway company to erect structural works such as 
new stations, or enlargements of existing stations, for the 
purpose of affording additional conveniences to the 
public when the traffic may require it. The section 
upon which this question turns is the 2nd section of the 
Railway and Canal Traffic Act (17 & 18 Vict. c. 31), 
which enacts as follows :—‘‘ Every railway company, 
canal company, end railway and canal company, shall, 
according to their respective powers, afford all reasonable 
facilities for the receiving or forwarding and delivering 
of traffic upon and from the several railways and 
canals belonging to or worked by such companies 
respectively, and for the return of carriages, trucks, 
boats, and other vehicles.” The section then pro- 
ceeds to enact certain provisions directed against 
undue preference to particular persons or descrip- 
tions of traffic, and with regard to giving facili- 
ties for through traffic. The question is really 
a very short one, though the considerations involved 
are of such moment, It is simply whether “ facilities” 
includes structural works, so that it is made a duty 
enforcible by the public as against the railway company 
to provide such works. The Railway Commissioners had 
advised the company to enlarge their station at the town 
of Hastings, and to provide a better booking-office, 
waiting-room, refreshment-room, and general accom- 
modation therein; to lengthen and deepen the existing 
platforms, and to provide additional platforms, and to 
do a variety of other things of a similar nature. Cock- 
burn, O.J., and Manisty, J., held that the order of the 


commissioners was ultra vires. Lush, J., dissented from 
the judgment of the majority. 

Two sorts of considerations arise as grounds for 4 
conclusion in this case. One, the sort of considerations 
arising from the convenience of the thing and the con. 
sequences of a decision either way ; the other sort arising 
from analysis of the words used by the statute in the 
enactment itself and the context. The judgments of all 
the judges deal very minutely with the expressions of 
the statute as bearing upon the question whether the 
wider or narrower construction should be given to the 
word ‘ facilities,” but your space will not allow me 
to do justice by way of summary to these con~ 
siderations, and I must confess that the argument 
either way, so far as it is based upon them, seems to me 
to be rather fine, and not very satisfactory consider 
ing the largeness of the interests at stake. I do not 
see my way very clearly to any very strong opinion arising 
from the context of the statute, a fact which seems to 
me of itself to tell rather in favour of the company. 
Of course, if from any other provision of the statute 
it appeared by necessary inference that ‘‘ facilities” in 
section 2 must include structural works, the question 
would be easily soluble, but that it does not so appear 
is pretty well shown by the difference of opinion in the 
court. I am rather disposed to think, notwithstand- 
ing the fact that very long arguments may be spun 
out of the other provisions of the statute, that the 
question comes back to this, What is the reasonable 
construction of the word “‘ facilities,’ having regard to 
the subject-matter and the previous history of legis~- 
lation thereon ? 

I entertain a very strong opinion that the conclu- 
sion of the majority of the court is the sounder conclu- 
sion, though I am very far from denying that the other 
is a very possible conclusion. The word “ facilities” is 
unquestionably ambiguous. Etymologically it would 
certainly include structural works. A structural work 
which is useful for the traffic is a facility for the traffic. 
But it is a matter of every-day expression that in con« 
struing language you must limit the generality of words 
employed by reference to the subject-matter. It should 
be remembered that the question is not exactly what 
powers there ought to be of interfering with railway 
management in the interests of the public, but what 
powers there are. If itcan be shown that the balance’ 
of the considerations derived from convenience and 
justice is not in favour of giving the Railway Commis- 
sioners these sweeping powers, then there is a strong 
argument against construing the words of the statute 
in their favour; but the converse does not hold good. 
It may be that the commissioners ought to have these 
powers; and yet, giving the sounder legal construction 
to the words of the statute, they may not have them. 
Another very important point to remember is that the 
powers were not given to the Railway Commissioners in the 
first instance. They were given to one of the commor 
law courts, and subsequently transferred to the Railway 
Commissioners. It may well be that if the provisions 
had been contained in an Act whereby the Legislature 
were creating a body containing other than legaF 
members to act as a sort of tribunal of arbitration to 
say what, as between the public and the Railway Com- 
missioners, ought to be done, these provisions would 
bear a somewhat different complexion. But could it be 
intended to give to an ordinary court of lawsuch a function 
as the power to interfere with the management of 
all railways in the kingdom so far as their structural 
works were concerned? I must confess that this 
argument seems to me of almost overwhelming force in’ 
favour of the conclusion at which the majority of the 
court arrived. 

I am disposed to think that if the history of 
this legislation were looked at it would be found 
that the mischief intended to be corrected was 
the working of the existing works of railways so 
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of traffic, and to prevent a proper system of 


through traffic. It was, no doubt, considered that as 
railway companies were in the nature of monopolies, 
something of their freedom to do what they would with 
their own should be taken away in the interests of the 
public. It appears to me that up to a certain point this 
is very true, but I cannot think that at the time when 
the 17 & 18 Vict. c. 21 passed it could ever have been 
intended to give such a sweeping power to a court of 
common law over the management of railways. The 
provisions of the Act with regard to undue preference 
naturally grew out of the common law conception of the 
duties of a common carrier. The carrier was not entirely 
free to do what he would with hisown. He was bound 
to carry the class of goods in respect of which he held 
himself out asa carrier. The provisions of the Railway 
and Canal Traffic Act, receiving the more limited con- 
struction, are a most natural development of this idea, 
as aleo was the intrusting it to a court of law to watch 
over and enforce this extension of the old line of doctrine 
on the subject; but to give a court of law a general 
power of enforcing additional structural works would 
have been an entirely new departure, as it seems to me. 
The words are to give “all reasonable facilities for the 
receiving and forwarding and delivery of traffic upon 
and from the several railways and canals belonging to, 
or worked: by, such companies.” These words seem to 
me to point to the mode of using existing works, not to 
the erection of: fresh works, and it does seem that, 
though grammatically the subsequent provisions of the 
section are, as pointed out by Lush, J., not restrictive 
of what goes before, still they serve none the less to point 
out the scope and, extent of the previous provisions. 
They are distinctly aimed merely at preventiug undue 
preferences and furthering through traffic, both pointing 
to the mode of using existing structural works. It seems 
almost certain that if the Legislature had thus contem- 
plated such a sweeping enactment as the Railway Com- 
missioners supposed, they would have used express words 
on the subject, and enacted that the railway companies 
should be bound to provide such structural works as the 
court might order. 

The power which the judgment of Lush, J., would 
give to the Railway Commissioners would be literally 
enormous. It would be practically tantamount to 
depriving the railway companies of their own manage. 
ment, and the control of their own property, whenever 
any interested party chose to challenge their manage- 
ment of their property. If the company were successful 
in any litigation on the.subject, they would manage their 
property in the way they did, not of their own free will, 
but because the commissioners allowed them to do so. 
Such a sweeping piece of legislation as this, striking so 
entirely at the independence of railway companies, surely 
cannot have been intended to be slipped through under 
such a word as ‘‘facilities.” It would be a gigantic stride 
in the direction of the conclusion that the railways ought 
to be the property of the State. 

With regard to the wider question, not whether 
such sweeping powers are possessed by the railway 
commissioners, but whether they ought to be—the 
discussion of that does not fall so strictly within 
my province as the mere question of law. No doubt 
much might be said on both sides, It is extremely 
difficult to strike the balance between the public 
and a railway company, which, no doubt, is in the 
nature of a monopoly. As a railway company must 
obtain statutory powers, it is fair that in return its 
liberty should be curtailed; but the question is to what 
extent... Railway companies exist partly for their own 
benefit, a fact which clamorous newspaper writers seem 
sometimes to forget. It is doubtful whether it would 


ultimately be for the general public interest to make too 
hard terms with them. At any rate, it is just that those 
who, by their enterprize, afford conveniences to the 
public should reap a reasonable profit thereby. Speaking 
broadly, considerations of self-interest would generally 





induce the companies to meet the reasonable require- 
ments of the public, though, of course, there are notable 
exceptions. Again, the dread of competing lines fre- 
quently keeps a railway company in order. However 
much railway companies may be sinners in particular 
instances, it seems to me that it is very doubtful how far 
such a sweeping power as that which would enable 
a tribunal to order companies to make structural 
works, can stand consistently with the independent 
existence of such bodies. It seems to me that the logical 
consequence of such legislation is to take the control of 
such enterprizes as railways from the hands of private 
adventurers, and to give it to the State as representing 
the!public at large. L. 








Rebhtews. 
ADVOCACY. 


Hints on Apvocacy. By Ricnarp Harris, Barrister- 
at-Law. Waterlow Brothers & Layton. 


A modest and unpretentious little book, full of good 
sense and just observation, set out with much humour 
and many apt illustrations. The ‘‘hints” contained in 
it form a very complete manual of the advocate’s art in 
trial by jury, and the plain, good-humoured, and un- 
affected style in which they are conveyed makes them 
the more acceptable and the easier to digest and 
assimilate. There is only one caution that the reader 
who reads for profit should take with him. In 
every art, but prominently in advocacy, as in war, the 
practice must be a fresh and living one; circumstances 
do not repeat themselves precisely, and an illustration, 
however apt, is likely to lead astray one who is looking 
out for an opportunity of reproducing it. Let the young 
advocate read and re-read this little work (he will find 
it to his profit), but let him allow its rules, maxims, 
observations, and examples to rest quietly in his mind, 
and guide him by an unseen influence, rather than 
attempt to deck himself with them as if they were a suit 
of clothes. 

The plan of the book is well conceived. It takes in 
order the successive steps of a trial, and gives hints and 
directions appropriate to each ; and a special chapter is 
appropriated to the defence in a criminal trial. It is 
true that the opening and summing up of the defend- 
ant’s case in a civil action, which have their peculiar 
points, are not specifically dealt with; but the chapter 
on the plaintiff's opening and reply afford ample material 
which common sense will easily adapt. Some specimens 
of forensic pleading follow. Nascitur non fit is a motto 
which many may be disposed to apply to advocacy as to 
poetry ; but in the one case or in the other the motto is 
true only of efforts of the highest kinds, and such as 
result in enduring monuments of the art. With the 
ordinary wayfarer much may be accomplished by care 
and attention applied by practice; and the author of 
this little work may fairly claim the position of a 
judicious master in the art of teaching. His circle of 
readers, however, will probably not be limited to those 
who read for instruction. If any of our readers are in 
want of a little book to fill up a vacant hour, they will 
be secure of finding here what will engage their attention 
and amuse their leisure. 





By a clerical error in our observations last week on the 
office of Lord Chancellor (p. 458, line 3 from top), 21 & 
22 Vict. c. 49 was inserted instead of 30 & 31 Vict, c. 75 
(Office & Oath Act, 1867). 

The twentieth anniversary festival. of the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Institution will be held on Wednesday, June 30, 
at the Ship Hotel, Greenwich, when the Right Hon. Sir 
James Han nen will take the chair. 
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General Correspondence. 


‘To Corresponprnts.—All letters intended for publica~ 
tion in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenti- 
cated by the name of the writer. The Editor cannot 
undertake to return MSS. forwarded to him. 


oo 


AFFIDAVITS BY MARKSMEN. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—I apprehend the inquiry by “ J. H.” related torule 
17 of the New Rules, and if so, with deference, the 
reply of Mr. T. W. Braithwaite does not meet the 
case. 

There can, as yet, be no practice in reference to the 
new rule, and there is at present no authorized or settled 
form of jurat thereunder. The third form suggested by 
Mr. Braithwaite—viz., that where the affidavit is read 
over to the deponent by a third party elsewhere than in 
the presence of the commissioner—clearly will not do, 
for the new rule requires that the affidavit shall be read 
an the commissioner's presence to the deponent. 

Under this new rule the affidavit may no doubt be read 
over to the deponent by a third party, but it must be so 
read in the presence of the commissioner, and the latter 
must also satisfy himself that the deponent ‘‘ seemed 
perfectly to understand it,’’ and the deponent must make 
his signature in the presence of the commissioner. The 
jurat must certify to these three facts, and seeing the 
length of time all this will involve, an additional fee 
should certainly be allowed to the commissioner. 

It is also to be noticed that the new rule is not con- 
fined to marksmen, for it speaks of the deponent making 
his or her signature. It is much wider. It includes 
every deponent “who appears to the officer to be illite- 
rate.” The consequence of a non-observance of the rule 
is that the affidavit cannot be used in evidence. The 
rule thus demands strict attention on the part both of 
the solicitor and the commissioner. F. RB. P. 

Bedford-row, April 19. 





[To the Editor of tne Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—While thanking Mr. Braithwaite for the infor- 
mation that no fee is allowed to a commissioner on taxa- 
tion for reading over an affidavit to a marksman, I can- 
not concur in his reasons. He says that reading over 
- the affidavit is purely optional on the commissioner’s 
part, but it appears to me not to be so; for unless he 
refuses to take the affidavit he “‘ must,” in the first two 
cases mentioned, either read it over or attend to the 
deponent while it is being read over to enable him to 
sign the jurat, and in either case he “‘ may” be occupied 
for an hour or more. Surely the framers of the rules 

never intended this. J. H. 





SUMMONSES FOR TIME. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ .Journal.] 

‘Sir,—I had occasion yesterday to obtain an extension of 
time to file an affidavit in answer to interrogatories. I 
accordingly issued a summons and sent it to the plaintiff's 
solicitors with a request that they would give me a con- 
sent thereto. They, however, refused to accept service, 
and returned the summons and copy with a note to the 
effect that, under the new rules, such a summons was 
unnecessary, but that they would consent to the exten- 
sion of time asked for by the summons. Being unwilling 
to lose the cost of the summons, which I had issued bond 
Jide, I applied to the master’s clerk to draw up an order 
thereon in accordance with the written consent of the 
plaintiff's solicitors, but he referred me to the master. 
I accordingly applied to the master, showing him the 
written consent which I held, and pointed outto him that 
the new rule (ord. 57, r. 6a, April, 1880) merely referred 





to pleadings, and could not be held to include interroga- 
tories and answers thereto. He, however, refused to 
allow me to draw up the order, on the ground that, by 
the written consent which I held, I had all I required. 
I shall therefore lose the cost of the summons, 

Now, Sir, my object in troubling you with this letter 
is to know, for future guidance, whether or not interroga- 
tories and answers thereto are or are not pleadings within 
the meaning of the above rule? The master’s decision, 
if correct, might be applied to every kind of summons, 
and it would be unsafe to issue any summons before 
having ascertained from one’s opponent whether or not 
he would consent to what it is proposed to ask thereby. 

The new rule does not, on the face of it, bear this in- 
terpretation, though I think it would be well, and would 
save a great deal of unnecessary costs, if it were so 
extended. A Sortcrror. 

April 22. 





THE NEW RULES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ]} 

Sir,—There appears to be some discrepancy in the 
new Rules of the Supreme Court which relate to the 
charging of stock or shares and distringas, inasmuch as, 
while by rule 29, it is stated that the company 
on whom is served notice from the person in whose 
name the stock specified in the notice is standing 
shall not be authorized without the order of the court to 
refuse to permit the transfer to be made for more than 
eight days, there is no provision requiring the company 
to give notice to the person who placed the distringas on 
the stock informing him of the proposed transfer and so 
enabling him to obtain the necessary order. 

If there is any provision in existence which meets this 
difficulty would it not have been advisable to bring it 
into the present rules ? 


April 21. A Law Srupent. 








Cases of the Week. 


Court oF BANKRUPTCY — JURISDICrTION — Time FOR 
Ossectinc TO Exerciss—Banxruprcy Act, 1869, s. 72. 
—In a case of Ex parte Butters, before the Court of Appeal 
on the 15th inst., a question arose with regard to the jaris- 
diction of the Court of Bankruptcy, under section 72 of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1869. In November, 1878, on the applica- 
tion of the trustee in the bankruptcy, an order was made by 
the county court at Hanley directing the trial by a jury of 
issues to determine whether an agreement, which had been 
executed by the bankrupt in April, 1873, and a mortgage, 
which had been executed by him in May, 1873, had been 
executed fraudulently and without consideration, and with 
intent to defeat and delay creditors. On the 20th of June, 
1879, the issues were tried, and the jury found that both the 
agreement and the deed were fraudulent, and that they had 
been executed by the bankrupt without consideration, and 
with intent to defeat and delay his creditors. On the 26th of 
June the mortgagee gave notice of a motion in the county 
court for a new trial. On the 10th of July the county court 
made an order declaring the agreement and the deed to be 
void and of no effect, and directing the mortgagee to deliver 
them up to be cancelled. On the 5th of August the county 
court refused the application for a new trial. Meanwhile, 
the mortgagee had given notice of appeal from the order of 
the 10th of July. This appeal was heard by the Chief Judge 
on the 12th of January, 1880. No appeal had been brought 
from the refusal of a new trial. On the hearing of theappeal 
by the Chief Judge, the objection was, for the first time, 
taken that the case was not one in which the Court of 
Bankruptcy ought to exercise the extraordinary jurisdiction 
conferred by section 72. The Chief Judge (28 W. R. 
280, L. R. 13 Ch. D. 603) allowed the objection, 
and disch the order appealed from, but without 
costs, on the ground that the objection ought to 
have been taken earlier. The Court of ‘Appeal (iaune, 
Baeeattay, and Bramwelr, LJJ.) held that the 
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case was governed by Ex parte Swinbanks (27 W. R. 898, 
L. R. 11 Ch. D. 525), and that the objection (even if it were 
otherwise valid, which they were disposed to think it was not) 
was raised too late, after the objectisg party had taken his 
chance of a decision being given in his favour on the merits. 
And the court held that, inasmuch as the refusal of a new 
trial] ad not been appealed from, the finding of the jury 
must be taken to be right, and, that being so, no other order 
could have been made on that finding than an order for the 
cancellation of the instruments in question. Consequently, 
the order of the Chief Judge was discharged, and the order of 
the county court was restored. — Soxicirors, Llewellyn, 
Ackrill, § Hammack ; J. Burton. 





Mort¢ace—Priority—Noricz—So iciror.—In a case of 
The Saffron Walden Building Society v. Rayner, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 16th inst., a question arose as to the 


priorities of some mortgagees of a reversionary interest. One 
nerdy wae, under MEW OE Tether, entitled WO a re- 
yeraionary share in £5,000, subject to the life interests of his 
mother. In 1872 he mortgaged his share to the plaintiffs. Be- 
fore advancing the mortgage money the plaintiffs inquired of 
the solicitors who bad acted for the father during his life, and 
who had-afterwards acted for the executors and trustees of his 
will, whether the trustees had any notice or knowledge of any 
incumbrance by Hardy on his share. The solicitors replied 
that they were the solicitors for the trustees, and added, 
“We have not had any notice, nor have any knowledge, of 
any incumbrance by Mr. Hardy of his interest under the 
will.” The mortgage was executed on the 13th of April, 
and on the 15th of April the plaintiffs sent a formal notice in 
writing of their mortgage to the solicitors, the notice being 
addressed ‘*to the executors and trustees” of the will. The 
defendants were three subsequent mortgagees, the first of the 
subsequent mortgages, that to the defendant Rayner, having 
been executed in June, 1873. Before that mortgage was 
executed Rayner inquired of each of the trustees whether 
he had had any notice or was aware of any incumbrance 
on Hardy’s share, and both the trustees replied that they 
were not aware of any, and had received no notice to that 
effect. After the execution of Rayner’s mortgage he, by his 
solicitor, sent to each of the trustees a formal notice in 
writing of it. Similar inquiries and notices were made and 
given in relation to the other subsequent mortgages, the 
inquiries being answered to the effect that the trustees were 
not aware of any incumbrance by Hardy prior to that of 
June, 1873, in favour of Rayner. Bacon, V.C., held (27 
W. R. 449, L. R. 10 Ch. D. 696), upon the evidence, that 
the notice of the plaintiffs’ incumbrance, which had been 
given by them to the solicitors, had been verbally communica- 
ted by the solicitors to the trustees, and that this was enough 
to entitle the plaintiffs to priority. His lordship also expressed 
an opinion that the notice to the solicitors was of itself 
sufficient, even if it was not actually communicated to the 
trustees. The Court of Appeal (James, Bagcantay, and 
BramMwe.1, L.JJ.) reversed this decision. They were of 
opinion, on the evidence, that it was not proved that the 
plainfiffs’ netice had been in fact communicated to the 
pane and they held that the mere fact that the notice had 
Dp 


iven to solicitors-who tappened 10 have previously 
ot enough tote thé trustees with 













le plaints were not’ entitled to 
PTrity.—Soxicitors, Andrew §¢ Wood ; Paterson, ~Srow, 


§ Btoxam ; Clapham § Fitch ; Beaumont & Warren. 


Vrexpok AND PurcHasEr—SprEciric PERFORMANCE— 
MisprscerpTIonN—ComPENSATION.—In a case of Arnold vy. 
Arnold, before the Court of Appeal on the 17th inst., a 
purchaser at a sale under the direction of the court, sought 
to be released from his contract, on the ground that the 
venders could not give him that which he had contracted to 
bay. The property was described in the particulars of sale 
as ‘a compact small farm, containing 41a. 3r. 35p., divided 
as follows.” The names of the different fields were then 
stated in one column, and in another column was stated, 
opposite the name of each field, the acreage of that field. One 
of the fields was described as ‘‘ Bottlesey Green, containing 
7a. Ir. 27p.,” and opposite to it, in the column of quantity, 
was inserted ‘‘4a, Ur. 38p. One of the conditions of sale 
provided that, ‘‘if any error, mis-statement, or omission in the 
particulars be discovered, the same shall not annul the sale, 





nor shall any compensation be allowed by the vendors or 
purchaser in respect thereof, except such (if any) as the 
judge in chambers shall direct.” It turned out that the 
vendors were entitled, not to the whole of the field called 
Bottlesey Green, but only to four undivided sevenths of it. 
After the agreement for purchase had been made, the vendors 
entered into a provisional agreement with the owner of the 
three-sevenths for an exchange of his three-sevenths for 
another piece of land, comprising four acres, forming another 
part of the farm the subject of the sale, Jessel, M.R., re= 
fused the purchaser’s application to be discharged from his 

purchase. But he offered the purchaser (without prejudice to 
his right to appeal) the option of completing his purchase 
with the benefit of the agreement for exchange, or without the: 
benefit of that agreement, but with compensation. The 
Court of Appeal (James, Bacca.iay, and Bramwett, L.JJ.) 
reversed this decision, and held that the purchaser must be 
discharged, on the ground that he was entitled to have the 
thing which he had contracted for—the whole close—and 
could not be compelled to take undivided shares in it, or else: 
to give compensation.—Souicitors, White, Borrett, § Co. 5 

E, Bromley. 





ApprEAL—ExtTENSION oF TimE—MistakE—Orp. 58, R. 
15,—In a case of Jn ve Rawlins, an application was, on 
the 17th inst., made to the Court of Appeal (James, 
BaGGawLay, and BRAMWELL, L.JJ.) for an extension of the: 
time for appealing, on the ground that, through an accidental 
slip, a notice of appeal had not been given within the proper 
time. The court refused the application, on the ground that 
it was not proved that the alleged slip had been made. 
BramweEtt, L.J., said that, if this had been proved, he should 
have thought that the time ought to be extended. He thought 
this ought to be done whenever the court could compensate 
the other party by means of an order for the payment of 
costs. JameEs, L.J., reiterated the opinion, which he has 
often expressed before, that a mere accidental slip is not a 
ground for an extension of the time for appealing. He 
thought that the rules ought to be observed. BRAMWELL, 
L.J., agreed that the rules ought to be observed, but thought 
that the exceptions ought equally to be observed. 


Practice—Morion To Take ArFIpAvir Orr FILE FOR 
Scanpat—Costs—ADDITIONAL RULEs or Court oF AUGUST, 
1875, Orv. 6, R. 18.—In a case of March vy. Martin, before 
the Court of Appeal on the 2lst inst., an application had 
been made to Malins, V.C., to take off the file, on the ground 
of scandal, an affidavit which had been filed in support of a 
motion toremove a receiver in the action. The Vice-Chancellor 
had ordered the affidavit to be taken off,and that the party who 
had filed it should pay the costs of the motion. The Court of 
Appeal (Jesset, M.R., James, and Bramwe tt, L.JJ.) were 
of opinion that the affidavit was not scandalous because it 
was revelant to the subject of the motion, and they ac- 
cordingly discharged the Vice-Chancellor’s order. But they 
were of opinion that the affidavit was very improperly framed, 
and, to mark their disapprobation of it, they discharged the 
order without costs, and gave the appellant no costs of the 
appeal, holding that they had power to-do this under rule- 
18 of ord. 6 of the Additional Rules of Court of August, 
1875.—Souicirors, Hores & Pattison ; Munns & Co. 





PracticE—Commission To TAKE EvIDENCE ABROAD— 
Prior DETERMINATION OF QUESTION OF Law—Orp. 34, RB, 2 
— Format Party — Costs. —In a case of Thompson y. 
Wilding, before the Court of Appeal on the 21st inst., a 
question arose as to the issue of a commission to take the 
evidence of witnesses resident abroad. The action was 
brought by the next of kin of a deceased married woman,. 
claiming to be entitled to her personal estate, notwithstanding 
the fact that she bad, by her will, disposed of it in favour of 
her husband. It was alleged that the husband, knowing of 
the will in his favour, had mnrdered the wife in a forei 
country, in order to obtain possession of“the property. He 
had been tried by the court of the foreign country, and had 
been found guilty of the murder, and had been sentenced to 
a long term of imprisonment. The plaintiffs desired to take 
the evidence of some witnesses who resided at the place where 
the murder was alleged to have been committed, for the 
purpose of proving the murder in the action. Malins, V.C.,. 
refused the application for a commission, on the ground that 
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‘before it was issued, the question of law ought to be tried 
whether, assuming the alleged facts to be true, the husband 
was disentitled to the benefits given to him by the wife's 
will, His lordship was of opinion that rule 2 of ord. 34 
authorized him to direct this question of law to be tried first. 
The Court of Appeal (Jessez, M.R., and James, and 
‘BaamweEtt, L.JJ.) were of opinion that there was no reason 
why the plaintiffs should not be allowed to prepare for the 
trial of the action by taking the evidence of witnesses who 
were not likely to come to England, and who might possibly 
die before the trial could take place. Their lordships thought 
that the issuing ol the commission was almost a matter of 
course in such circumstances, A question as to costs also 
arose. The executors of the will were served with notice of 
the appeal, and they appeared by counsel and asked for their 
«costs. The court refused to allow their costs. Jessey, M.R., 
said that it was not right that merely formal parties, who 
could have no interest in the question in dispute, should 
appear by counsel for the sole purpose of asking for their 
-costs. 


RECEIVER—PRIOR INCUMBRANCER IN POSSESSION BY 
RECEIVER—ATTORNMENT.—In a case of Hewett v. Mansel, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 16th inst., a question 
was raised whether in an action for equitable execution of a 
judgment, in which a receiver was appointed at the 
plaintiff's instance, the usual attornment clause should be 
inserted in the order. It appeared that a receiver bad been 
already appointed at the instance of some prior incumbrancers, 
and that such receiver was in possession of the property. 
The registrar had drawn up the order in the form given in 
Seton, at p. 414, and as made in Wells v. Kilpin (L. R. 18 
Eq. 298). In that case the receiver was appointed without 
‘prejudice to prior incumbrancers, and the tenants were 
“subject as aforesaid, to attorn.”” It was contended that 
this form was wrong, and that as an attornment must always 
‘be absolute, if the first receiver was in possession there 
ought to be no attornment clause inserted in the order. 
JEssEL, M.R., agreed with this view, and directed the order 
to be drawn up without any attornment clause.—Soticirors, 
Nelson, Son, § Hastings ; Simpson § Cullingford. 





Company—WINDING-up ORDER MADE—StAy oF Pro- 
CEEDINGS ON ORDER PENDING APPEAL—RIGuT oF COMPANY 
TO APPLY.—In a case of Jn re Automatic Button Com- 
pany, before the Master of the Rolls on the 16th inst., a 
motion was made by the company to stay all proceedings 
under a winding-up order that had been made pending an 
appeal. The application was made by the company, and 
a preliminary objection was taken that the company had 
no right itself to apply, as it was in fact dead after the 
winding-up order had been made, and reliance was 
placed upon a dictum of James, LJ., in the case of 
Zhe Diamond Fuel Company (L. R. 13 Ch. Dz at 
p. 405). Jesser, M.R., said that, reading James, 
L.J.’s, observations at p. 412, in conjunction with his 
previous remark at p. 405, he must treat the case as an 
authority that the company could sue, although any 
application would, of course, be entertained, if necessary, 
for security for costs. He, however, said he was by no 
means sure that the company could move under section 89 
of the Companies Act, 1862, for a stay of the proceedings 
under the winding-up order, and he therefore directed that 
the motion should stand over to enable a creditor or con- 
tributory to be joined as party to the application. He 
presumed nothing would be done in the meantime.— 
Soxtcirors, Walter Webb; Goldberg § Langdon. 


ARBITRATION—AGREEMENT TO REFER—REVOCATION— 
Common Law ProcepureE Act, 1854, s. 11.—In the case 
of Christie v. Noble, before the Master of the Rolls on 
the 16th inst., a motion was made to stay all farther pro- 
ceedings in the action, and that all matters in dispute 
might be referred to arbitration under section 11 of the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, pursuant to a clause 
to that effect in the partnership articles entered into 
between the parties. The plaintiff objected to the reter- 
ence, on the ground that he had revoked the agreement to 
refer, and he relied on Rouse v. Meier (19 W.R. 438). For 
the defendant it was contended that Randell v. Thompson 
(24 W. R. 665), and a recent case of Piercey v. Young, 





before the Court of Appeal (ante, p. 144), were 
authorities that the agreement to refer could not be 
revoked. JESsEL, M.R., said he thought the point was 
decided by Piercey v. Young, but if it were not he should 
certainly hold that an agreement to refer could not be 
revoked any more than any other clause in partnership 
articles. Under the circumstances he considered there 
was no case made by the plaintiff why the matter should 
not be referred, and he would, therefore, make the usual 
order for reference.—Soticitors, Blunt, Zebbs, §¢ Law- 
ford ; Waltons, Bubb, § Walton. 





VENDOR AND PurcHasER—Loss By Fire arrer Con- 
TRACT BUT BEFORE COMPLETION—INSURANCE BY VENDOR— 
Ricut To Poricy Monreys.—In acase of Rayner v. Preston, 
before the Master of the Rolls on the 19th inst., a question 
arose whether, on a contract of sale, and where the property 
was insured by the vendor and was partly burnt down 
after the date of the contract and before completion, the 
purchasers were entitled to the money paid by the in- 
surance company to the vendors. The question was 
brought before the court on a summons under the Vendor 
and Purchaser Act, 1874, but on the suggestion of the 
Master of the Rolls that it was more properly a case for 
an action, an action had been commenced for @ declaration 
that the plaintifis, the purchasers, were entitled to the 
moneys received from the company, or to have the same 
laid out in reinstating the premises, JESsEL, M.R., said 
that had the matter been res integra, and whatever 
arrangements he might then have felt himself constrained 
to make so that the purchasers might have the benefit of 
the policy moneys, it was quite clear that, at the present 
time, he was compelled by the authorities to hold that 
the vendors as against the purchasers were perfectly en- 
titled to retain the policy moneys. He must therefore 
dismiss the action with costs.—Soticirors, F. Venn ¢ Son, 
for Quinn, Liverpool; Zurr d& Co., for Anthony § Imlach, 
Liverpool. 





Restrictive Covenant—Nort To Erecr or Use Buitp- 
ING as “ Pusiic-House, TAVERN, OR BEERSHOP ”’—SALE oF 
BEER To BE CoNSUMED OFF THE PREMISsES.—In a case of 
The London and Suburban Land and Building Company 
(Limited) v. Field, before the Master of the Rolls on the 
19th inst., a question arose whether the carrying on of a 
business under the usual excise licence for the sale of beer 
to be consumed off the premises was a breach of a covenant 
net to build any ‘‘public-house, tavern, or ae or 
permit any building to be converted to such a use. It was 
contended that at the time when the deed of covenant was 
executed, and according to the definitions in Burns’ Jus- 
tice of the Peace, a public-house simply meant an inn, that 
a tavern was a place where wine was sold, and that a beer- 
shop was really a beer-house—a place where beer was con- 
sumed on the premises. The licence by the defendant hai 
been taken out under section 4 of the Intoxicating Liquor 
Licensing Act, 1828, and section 31 of the Licensing Act, 
1874, and the amending Acts. Jssser, M.R., was of 
opinion that the case of Bishop of St. Albans v. Battersby 
(26 W. R. 679), was an express authority upon the 
point that a beershop meant really a place where beer was 
sold, and therefore that a breach of the c. ‘enant had been 
committed. He did not think that case conflicted with the 
case before James, V.C., of London and North- Western Rail- 
way Company v. Garnett (18 W. R. 246), and he should 
therefore simply follow the Queen’s Bench case,—SoLIciTors, 
Shum § Co.; J. W. Rogers. 





Suaciettes. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors 
of this association was held at the Law Institution, Chan- 
cery-lane, London, on Wednesday, April 14 last, the direc- 
tors present being Messrs. Asker (Norwich), Brook, Gregory, 
M.P., Hedger, Hunter, Janson, Keen, Paterson, Pen- 
nington, Pidcock (Woolwich), Rickman, Roscoe, Rose, 
Smith (in the chair), Styan, and Woolbert (Mr. Eiffe, secre- 





486 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





April 24, 1880, 








tary). Asum of £325 was distributed in grants of relief to 
necessitous solicitors, and the necessitous widows and families 
of deceased solicitors ; two new members were added to the 
association, and other general business was transacted. 





Zaw Students’ Sournat. 


LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 


The weekly meeting of this society was held at the Law 
Institution, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday evening last, Mr. 
J. A. Neale, B.A., inthe chair. A paper was read by the 
secretary, Mr. T. Bateman Napier, on the Liability of 
Employers for Injuries to their Servants. After the paper had 
been read a discussion ensued, in which Messrs. Raymond, 
Barker, Kirk, Ellis, Green, Hemsley, Bartlett, Lewis, 
Rendell, and Brown took part. Mr. Napier having replied, 
a vote of thanks was passed to him for his paper, and the 
meeting terminated. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


A meeting of the above society was held at Clement’s- 
inn Hall, on the evening of Wednesday last, when the 
subject debated upon was “That the principle of the 
Permissive Bill sbould be adopted.” Mr. F. N. Synnot 
opened the debate in the negative, and was supported by 
Messrs. W. H. Kekel, R. Gwynne Templer, Clarkson, P. 
Mott, Whitehouse, E. Robinson, Harvey, and Collyer, whilst 
Meeers. McKay, Stevenson, Pickersgill, Fithian, and 
Curtis took the side of the affirmative. Mr. Synnot then 
replied, and the chairman, Mr. E. H. Quicke, having summed 
up, the motion was put to the vote, when the “ Noes” had 
it by a majority of seven. The debate was animated and 
well sustained, and the attendance of members aud visitors 
very good. 


MANCHESTER LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The twelfth and last meeting of the session of this society 
was held on Tuesday evening, the 13th inst., at the Law 
Library, Cross-street Chambers, when the chair was teken 
by Mr. Alexander C. Maberly, M.A., barrister-at-law. The 
minutes of the last meeting having been read by the hon. 
secretary (Mr. T. W. Millar) and paseed, the chairman called 
upon Mr. Hardman to open the debate in favour of the 
affirmative. The subject for discussion was as follows :— 
**A. makes his will, devising real estate to B. and C. on 
trust for sale, the proceeds to be held on trust for certain 
persons in the will named, and dies. B. and C. accept the 
trusts, but C. takes no active part in carrying them into 
effect, and leaves the management thereof to B. B.and C. 
employ D. as their solicitor in the trust, and certain parts 
of the estate are sold by auction. D., at the request of 
B. and C., receives the deposit money, and pays auctioneers’ 
and sale charges thereout. D. afterwards, out of the re- 
mainder of such deposit, without the authority of C., pays 
to B. various sums, taking receipts signed by B. ‘for self 
and co-trustee,’ wherein it is also stated that such sums are 
received for the purposes of the trust. B., who misapplies 
the money, was not authorized by C. to receive the same or to 
sign the receipts. Do the receipts discharge D. from 
liability in respect of the sums paid by him to B. and so 
misapplied?” Mr. Hardman was followed by Messrs. 
Peacock, Hawkins, Rycroft, J. C. Wilson, and Price. Mr. 
Norton argued the negative side of the question, and was 
followed by Messrs. C. M. Smith, Attkins, Solly, Hyslop, 
and Rayner. Mr. Hardman having replied, the chairman 
summed up, and the question was decided in the negative by 
a large majority. A vote of thanks to the chairman, pro- 
posed by Mr. Hodgkinson, seconded by Mr. Rayner, brought 
@ most successful meeting to aclose. 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 

_ Ata os of this society held on Tuesday, April 20, 
in the Law Library, Mr. H. Lakin Smith, B.A., in the 
chair, a debate took place on the following moot point :— 





“ Can the decision of the Court of Appeal in In re Hallett 


be regarded as sound?”—ZIn re Hallett (28 W. R. 321). 
(For the case in the Court of Appeal, see Sonrcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
Febroary 11,- 1880, p. 288. See articles in Law Times,. 
March 20, 1880; Sotictrors’ Journat, February 21, 1880, 
p- 305; Law Journal, February 14, 1880, p. 66.) The 
speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. Edwards, Pope, and: 
Steere, and on the negative Messrs. Smith, Marshall, and 
Barber. After a careful summing up by the chairman the 
question was put to the meetingand carried in the affirmative 
by one vote. A vote of thanks to the chairman concluded 
the meeting. 





CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Wednesday culled to the 
degree of barrister-at-law :— 

At Lincotn’s-1nn.—Ralph Hawtrey Deane, B.A., Oxford ; 
George Frederick Roumieu, M.A., Cambridge ; Thomas Lea 
Higgins, B.A., Oxford; John Hartley Sandwith, Captain 
Royal Marines; Arthur John Wright, M.A., Oxford; Arthur 
Christopher Capel, Penang, Straits Settlements; Edward 
Russell James Cambier-Howe ; William Coryton Graham, 
Trinity College, Cambridge ; Mohammed Husseim Hakim, 
Bombay University ; William Craddock Bolland, B.A., 
Cambridge; John Entwistle; and Samuel Moss, B.A, 
Oxford, Esqs. 

AT THE InnER TEMPLE :—Herbert Edward Harris, B,A., 
Oxford; Frederick Arthur Hyndman, B.A., Oxford; 
Christoffel Joseph Brand; Hans Mark Hamill-Stewart, B.A., 
Dublin; Radolf Chambers Lehmann, B.A., Cambridge ; 
Edmund Wilson Barnes, B.A., Cambridge; St. John 
Stephen,’ B.A., Cambridge ; Richard Neville, B.A., LL.B., 
Cambridge ; John Digby Gordon, B.A., Cambridge ; Henry 
William Paget Hoskyns, B.A., Oxford; James Kenyon 
Bourne, B.A., Cambridge; Ralvh Staveley M’Kerrell, B.A., 
Cambridge; Orlando Bridgeman Martyn, B.A., Oxford ; 
Pearry Lall Roy, Cambridge; Edward Allvey Jennings, 
B.A., Cambridge; Keith Maitland, B.A., LL.B., Cam- 
bridge; John Blackburn Fergusson, LL.B,, Cambridge ;. 
Frederick Mote, LL.B., B.A.. Cambridge; Benedictus de 
Korte ; FitzHardinge Robert Bayfield Liebenrood ; Charles 
Robert Southwell Dimsdale, B.A., Cambridge ; Alfred Charles 
Richard Emden; Reginald Edwin Morris, Cambridge ; 
Abul Fazl Mahomed Abdur-Rahman ; Harry Duff, B.A 
Oxford, Esqs. 

Avr tHe MippLe Tempte.—John Maurice Mahon, M.A. ; 
Archibald James Forman, B.A., Worcester College, Oxford ; 
Jerome Alberga, M.A., St. John’s College, Cambridge ;. 
Francis Robert Winn Sampson, Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge; George Frederick Vernon; Julien Adrien Hilaire 
Louis, F.R.G.S. ; Oliver Armstrong Fry, B.A., St. Cathar- 
ine’s, Oxford; John Walter Jones, Worcester College, 
Oxford ; Alfred William Stanfield, J.P.; Abdul Haleem, 
Calcutta University ; Mahomed Serajaddin, Calcutta Uni- 
versity ; Abul Hosen Khan; John Lloyd, J.P.; Geoffrey 
Peter St. Aubyn ; William Edward Johnston, barrister-at- 
law of the Supreme Court of Judicature, Melbourne, Vic~ 
toria, holder of a first-class scholarship of 100 guineas in 
international law, granted by the Middle Temple, and of 
a studentship in jurispradence and Roman law of 100 
guineas for two years, Esqe. 








In a case of Cannon v. Johnson, tried by Mr. Justice 
Manisty and a common jury on the 15th inst., it appeared 
that there was a counter-claim which would necessitate an: 
nvestigation of some length into matters of account. His 
lordship said that a question of this kind could not be tried 
by a jury, and that it was unfortunate that the case should 
have been brought down to trial, and the costs thus incurred 
thrown away. It was stated that a summons had been 
taken out to refer the action, but that the learned master at 
chambers refused to make an order, saying that since a 
recent decision of the Court of Appeal the practice at 
chambers had been not to refer actions without the consent 
of both parties. His lordship said that this practice must 


be based on some misapprehension, and that he should, 
without hesitation, have made an order to refer the action. 
If such actions were brought down to trial, the costs of 
coming down to trial would be disallowed. : 
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Obituarp. 


MR. EDWARD VAUGHAN 'KENEALY, LL.D. 


™ Mr. Edward Vaughan Kenealy, LU.D., died at his resi- 
dence, 6, Tavistock-square, on the 16th inst, The deceased 
was the son of Mr. William Kenealy, of Cork, and was 
born in 1819. He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, 
where he graduated B.A. in 1840, and afterwards pro- 
ceeded to the degree of LL.D. He was called to the 
Irish bar in 1840, and was called to the bar at Gray’s- 
inn in Haster Term, 1847. He joined the Oxford Circuit 
and Staffordshire Sessions, and soon obtained a some- 
what extensive criminal business. In 1868 he obtained a 
silk gown, and was shortly afterwards elected a bencher 
of Gray’s-inn. He had held briefs in many important 
criminal cases. He was junior counsel for Palmer in 
1856, and led for the prosecution at the trial of the 
Overend and Gurney directors. His professional career 
ended with the Tichborne prosecution. He was 
retained for the defence with the late Mr. McMahon as 
his janior, and his demeanour towards the judges during 
the trial was the subject of an investigation by the 
benchers of Gray’s-inn. Immediately after the trial he 
started the Englishman newspaper, and he was subse- 

uently disbarred and deprived of his patent as a Queen’s 

ansel. In 1875 he was elected M.P. for Stoke-upon- 
Trent, but was defeated at the late election. He leaves a 
widow and several children. 


rs 


MR. SAMUEL SIMON WAYTE. 


Mr, Samuel Simon Wayte, solicitor, of Bristol, died at 
his residence, Marlborough-villa, Clifton, on the. 9th inst., 
at the age of eighty-four. Mr. Wayte was born in 1796. 
Hewas admitted a solicitor in 1818, and at an early period of 
his career was associated in partnership with Mr. Matthew 
Bridges, and at a later date joined Mr. Samuel Alford, 
bat for many years he had carried on business alone, 
About five years ago he relinquished his practice on ac- 
count of failing strength. Mr. Wayte was one of the 
leading members of the Liberal party at Bristol. He 
joined the Roman Catholic Church a few years ago. His 
son, the Rev. Samuel William Wayte, was for several years 
president of Trinity College, Oxford. 


MR. JUSTICE STOCKENSTROM. 


Mr. Andries Stockenstrom, one of the judges of the 
Supreme Coart of the Cape of Good Hope, died at Swel- 
lendam, South Africa, on the 220d ult. Mr. Stockenstrom 
was of Swedish descent, and was the second son of the 
late Sir Andries Stockenstrom, baronet, formerly lieuten- 
ant-governor of the Cape Colony, and was born in 1844, 
He was educated at King’s College, London, and grad- 
uated B.A. at the University of London in 1863. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Michaelmas 
Term, 1865, and formerly practised at Cape Town. 
In 1876 he was appointed jadge of the Lands Court of 
the colony of Griqualand West. In the following year he 
was elected a member of the House of Assembly at Cape 
Town, and he was for a short time in office as Attorney- 
General of the Cape Colony. In September last he was 
appointed judge of the Sapreme Court. His death took 
place after a very short illness while he was on circuit at 
Swellendam. Mr. Justice Stockenstrom (who was heir 
presumptive to the baronetcy) leaves a widow and one 
son. 


MR. JOHN ROBERT KENYON, D.C.L., Q.C. 


Mr. John Robert Kenyon, D.C.L., Q.C., died at his resi- 
dence, Pradoe, Shropshire, on the 17th inst., after a short 
illness. Mr. Kenyon was the third son of the Hon. 
Thomas Kenyon, and grandson of the first Lord Kenyon, 
and was born in 1807. He was educated at the Charterhouse 
and at Christ Church, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 
1828. He was afterwards elected a fellow of All Souls’ 
College, and proceeded to the degree of D.C.L. He was 
called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Easter Term, 





1834, and practised for several years as an equity draftsmaa 
and conveyancer. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1862, 
but he had for several years retired from professional life.” 
Mr. Kenyon had been Vinerian Professor of Common Law 
in the University of Oxford since 1843, but he had ceased to 
deliver lectures. He was also for many years assessor of the 
Chaneellor’s Court at Oxford. He had been recorder of the 
borough of Oswestry since 1842, and he was a magistrate 
and chairman of quarter sessions for Shropshire, and a 
bencher of the Middle Temple, having been treasurer of 
that society in 1874. 








Appouiutnrents, Ete. 


Mr. Wrtt1am Core Beastey, Q.C., has been appointed 
Senior Counsel to the Commissioners of Castoms, in succession 
to the late Mr. John Locke, Q.C. Mr. Beasley was formerly 
Scholar of Lincoln’s College, Oxford, where he graduated 
B.A. in 1836. He practised for several years as a special 
pleader, and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple 
in Easter Term, 1853. He is a member of the North- 
Eastern Circuit, and was recently appointed a Queen’s 
Counsel. Mr. Beasley was recorder of Warwick from July 
till December, 1874, when he was appointed recorder of 
Hull. He has been for several years junior counsel to the 
Customs, and he was formerly one of the prosecuting counsel 
to the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court. 


Mr. Witutam Rosert Bruce, barrister, has been ap- 
pointed a Master of the Queen’s Bench Division in Ireland 
in succession to Mr, Hugh Lane, deceased. Mr. Bruce was 
called to the bar at Dublin in 1859, and practises on the 
North-East Circuit. 


Mr. Joun Bryan, solicitor (of the firm of Lovegrove 
& Bryan, Gloucester), has been unanimously elected Clerk 
to the Justices of the Peace for the City of Gloucester on the 
resignation of his partner, Mr. Joseph Lovegrove. Mr. Bryan 
was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


Mr. SrupHotme CARTMELL, solicitor, of Carlisle and 
Wigton, has been appointed Clerk to the Governors of the 
Carlisle Grammar School. Mr. Cartmell was admitted a 
Solicitor in 1866. 


Mr. Rozert O’Brien Fvrione, barrister, has been 
appointed Solicitor to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue in Ireland. Mr. Farlong was called to the bar at 
ree in 1867, and is counsel to the General Post Office in 

reland, 


Mr. RicHarp Witson Gamstz, Q.C., has been appointed 
County Court Judge for the counties of Louth and 
Armagh. Mr. Gamble is the eldest son of Mr. Andrew 
William Gamble, of Killooly Hall, King’sCounty. He was 
born in 1823, and was educated at Trinity College, 
Dablin. He was called to the bar at Dublin in 1851, and 
became a Queen’s Counsel in 1868. He is a member 
of the Home Cirenit, and a prosecuting Crown Counsel for 
the county of Westneath. 


Mr. Grorce Henry Garrarp, solicitor (of the firm of 
New, Prance, & Garrard), of Evesham and Alcester, has 
been appointed a Magistrate for the Borough of Evesham, 
Mr. Garrard is mayor of Evesham for the present year. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1852, and is. clerk to the 
Evesham Highway Board and the Bengeworth Burial 
Board. His senior partner, Mr. Herbert New, is registrar 
of the Evesham County Court. 


Mr. JoHN TaNKERVILLE GoLDNEy, barrister, has been 
appointed Attorney-General of the Leeward Islands in 
succession to Mr. Henry James Burford Hancock, who has 
been appointed Chief Justice of the Leeward Islands. Mr. 
Goldney is the son of Mr. Gabriel Goldney, solicitor, M.P. 
for Chippenham. Hewas born in 1846, and was educated 
at Trinity College, Cambridge. He was called to the bar 
at the Inner Temple in Haster Term, 1869, and has 
practised on the Northern Cirenit, and at the Liverpool 
Sessions and Court of Passage. 


Mr. Epwarp Hopeson, solicitor, of Sedgewick House, 
Hartlepool, has been placed on the Commission of the Peace 
for the County of Durham. Mr. Hodgson was admitted a 
sclicitor in 1844, and practised at Hartlepool for several years 
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‘in partnership with Messrs. John Thomas Kay and William 
Kay, but retired from practice in 1879. Mr. Hodgson is the 
oungest brother of the late Mr. Thomas Hodgson, solicitor, 
ork, who was for thirty years honorary secretary to the 
Yorkshire Law Society. 


Mr. Owen Wituiams Harriss, solicitor, of Madeley and 
Dawley, has been elected Clerk to the Madeley Local 
Board. Mr. Harries was admitted a solicitor in 1868. 


The Hon. Apotpuvs Freperick Ocravius LippEtt, Q.C., 
Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department, has been 
created a Civil Knight Commander of the Order of the Bath. 
Sir A. Liddell is the eighth son of the first Lord Ravens- 
worth, and was born in 1818. He was educated at Eton, 
and at Christ’s Church, Oxford, where he graduated third 
class in classics in 1838. He was afterwards elected a fellow 
of All Souls’ College, and he was called to the bar at the 
Zoner Temple in Hilary Term, 1844. He practised for many 
years on the Northern Circuit, and he became a Queen’s 
Counsel in 1861. Sir A. Liddell is a bencher of the Inner 
Temple, of which society he was treasurer in 1875, and he 
was appointed permanent Under-Secretary of State for the 
Home Department in 1867. 


Mr. Ropert Lex, advocate, has been appointed a Judge 
ef the Court of Session in Scotland in succession to the 
late Lord Neaves. Mr. Lee was called to the Scotch bar 
in 1855, and has been sheriff of Perthshire since 1877. 


Mr. Witt1am Rozert McConne1t, barrister, succeeds 
Mr. Beasley, Q.C., as Junior Counsel to the Commissioners 
of Customs. Mr. McConnell was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in 1862, and practises on the Northern 
Circuit, and at the Liverpool Sessions and Court of Passage. 
He is one of the counsel appointed to represent the Board 
of Trade at marine inquiries and before the Wreck Com- 
missioners, 


Mr. Tuomas James Nexson, City Solicitor, has received 
the honcur of Knighthood. Sir T, Nelson is the son of 
Mr. Thomes Nelson, of Walthamstow, and was born in 1826. 
He was educated at the City of London School, and was 
admitted a solicitor in 1848. In 1862 he was elected by the 
€ommon Council of London to the office of City Solicitor. 
Sir T. Nelson is a magistrate for the borough of Kingston- 
upon-Thames, and a commissioner of lieutenancy for the 
#ity of London. 


The Right Hon. Sir Srarrorp Henry Norrucote, 
Bart., M.P., has been created a Civil Knight Grand 
Cross of the Order of the Bath. Sir S. Northcote is the 
son of Mr. Henry Stafford Northcote. He was born in 
1818, and succeeded to the baronetcy in 1851 on the 
death of his grandfather, Sir Stafford Henry Northcote. 
He was educated at Eton, and he was formerly a scholar of 
Balliol College, Oxford, where he graduated first class in 
classics in 1839. He was private secretary to Mr. Glad- 
stone when secretary to the Board of Trade, and he was 
called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michaelmas Term, 
1847. He was for @ short time legal secretary tc the 
Board of Trade, and was M.P. for Dadley from 1855 till 
1857, and for Stamford from 1858 till 1866, when he was 
elected M.P. for North Devonshire. He was financial 
secretary to the Treasury for a few months during 1859. 
In 1866 he was appointed president of the Board of Trade, 
and was sworn a member of the Privy Council, and he 
was Secretary of State for India from March, 1867, till 
November, 1868. He was appointed Chancellor of the 
Exchequer in February, 1874. 


Mr. Ouiver Parwortn, solicitor ¥ the firm of Pap- 
worth & French), of Cambridge and St. Ives, has been 
elected Clerk to the Caxton and Arrington Highway Board 
in succession to the late Mr. Henry Mortlock. Mr. Pap- 
worth was admitted a solicitor in 1874. 


Mr. Samvet Pzep, solicitor and notary, of Cambridge and 
Prescott, has been appointed by the Vice-Chancellor of the 
University of Cambridge to be Solicitor to the University in 
succession to Mr. Clement Francis, deceased. Mr. Peed 
wes admitted a solicitor in 1843. He is registrar of 
King’s College, and clerk to the lieutenancy for Cambridge- 

e. 


Mr. Apotenvus Szxm, solicitor, of 21, Mincing-lane, has 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the 
Sapreme Court of Judicature. 





Lord WatsinecHam has been elected Chairman of the 
Norfolk Quarter Sessions in succession to the late Sir 
William Bagge, Bart. 


Mr. Ketcuizy Wa troy, solicitor (of the firm of Walton 
& Smith), of Southport, has been elected Town Clerk of the 
Borough of Halifax in succession to Mr. Adam Crossfield 
Foster, deceased. Mr. Walton was admitted a solicitor 
in 1869, and has been for several years town clerk of South- 
port. 


Mr. THomas WILKINSON, solicitor, of St. Helens, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the Borough 
of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Mr. Wilkinson was admitted a 
solicitor in 1867, and has been for some time deputy-clerk 
to the county magistrates at St. Helens. 


en 


NEW LEGAL M.P.’S. 


Mr. Extis ASHMEAD BaRtTLett, barrister, who has been 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Eye in the Conservative 
interest, was born in 1849, and was educated at Christ 
Church, Oxford, where he graduated first class in law 
and modern history in 1871. He was ealled to the bar at 
the Inner Temple in June, 1877, and has been for several 
years an inspector of schools. 


Mr. Cuarues Parker Butt, Q.C., who has been elected 
M.P., for the Borough of Southampton in the Liberal interest, is 
the third son of the Rev. Phelps John Butt, and was born in 
1830. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michael- 
mas Term, 1854, and practises on the Northern Circuit. 
He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1868, and he is a bencher 
of Lincoln’s-inn. 


Mr, Harry Ticnporne Davenport, barrister, who has 
been elected M.P. for the Northern Division of Staffordshire 
in the Conservative interest, is the son of Mr. John Daven- 
port, of Westwood Hall, Staffordshire, and was born in 1833. 
He was educated at Harrow and at Christ Church, Oxford, 
and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michael- 
mas Term, 1860. Mr. Davennort is a member of the Oxford 
Circuit, and a magistrate for Staffordshire, 


Mr. Aretas Akers Dovetas, who has been elected M.P. 
for the Eastern Division of the County of Kent in the Con- 
servative interest, is the son of the Rev. Aretas Akers, 
of Malling Abbey, Kent. He was born in 1851, and 
assumed the additional name of Douglas by Royal licence in 
1874. He was educated at University College, Oxford, 
and was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Hilary Term, 1875. He is a member of the Soutk- 
Eastern Circuit. 


The Hon. AktHUR Rateu Doveras Exwiott, barrister, 
who has been elected M.P. for Roxburghshire in the Liberal 
interest, is the second son of the third Earl of Minto, and 
was born in 1846. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated as a junior optime in 1868. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Michael- 
mas Term, 1870, and practises on the Northern Circuit 
and at the Lancashire, Liverpool, Westmoreland, Cumber- 
land, and Carlisle Sessions. 


Mr. Joseru Botromiey Firtu, barrister, who has been 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Chelsea in the Liberal 
interest, is the son of Mr. Joseph Bottomley Firth, of Hud- 
dersfield, and was born in 1842. Heis an LL.B. of the Uni- 
versity of London, and was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Trinity Term, 1866. He practises on the 
North-Eastern Circuit, and from 1876 till 1879 he was a 
member of the School Board for London for the Chelsea 
Division. 

Mr. Frepertcx ANDREw InpERWicK, Q.C., who has been 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Rye in the Liberal interest, 
is the son of Mr. Andrew Inderwick. He was born in 1836, 
and was educated at Trinity College, Cambridge. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 
1858, and practises on the South-Qastern Circuit. He 
became a Qneen’s Counsel in 1874, and is a bencher of 
the Inner Temple. 


Mr. Wiit1am Moort Jounson, Q.C., who has been 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Mallow in the Liberal 
interest, was born in 1823, He was educated at Trinity 
College, Dublin, where he graduated B.A. in 1849, and M.A. 
in 1856. He was called to the bar at Dublin in 1853, aod . 
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practises on the Munster Circuit. He became a Queen’s 
‘Counsel, and he held the office of law adviser to the Lord 
Lieutenant of Ireland under Mr, Gladstone’s administra- 
tion. 

Mr. Georce Woopyatr Hastines, barrister, who has 
been elected M.P. for the Eastern Division of Worcestershire 
in the Liberal interest, is the son of the late Sir Charles 
Hastings, M.D., of Worcester, and was born in 1825. He 
was educated at Christ’s College, Cambridge, and he was 
placed in the first class of the civil law tripos in 1849. He 
‘was called to the barat the Inner Temple in Easter Term, 1850, 
and formerly practised on the Oxford Circuit. Mr. 
‘Hastings is a magistrate for Worcestershire and Hereford- 
shire, deputy-chairman of quarter sessions for the former 
county, and president of the Council of the Social Science 
Association. 


Mr. AinEAs Jonn McIntyre, Q.C., who has been elected 
‘M.P. for the City of Worcester in the Liberal interest, is the 
son of Dr. Eneas McIntyre, of King’s College, Aberdeen, and 
was born in 1813. Mr. McIntyre was called to the bar at 
the Middle Temple in Michaelmas Term, 1846, and 

ractises on the North Wales and Chester Circuit. He 

ecame a Queen’s Counsel in 1872, and in 1875 was 
chief commissioner for inquiring into the existence of 
corrupt practices in the borough of Boston, He is a bencher 
-of the Middle Temple. 


Mr. Epwarp Macnacnten, who has been elected M,P. 
for the County of Antrim in the Conservative interest, is 
the second son of the late Sir Edmund Charles Macnaghten, 
Bart. He was born in 1830, and was formerly fellow of 
‘Trinity College, Cambridge, when he graduated third in the 
first class of the classical tripos, and was second Chancellor’s 
medallist, in 1852. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s- 
inn, in Hilary Term, 1857, and practises in the Chancery 
Division. 

Sir Ricuarp GREEN PrRicE, baronet, who has been elected 
M.P. for Radnorshire in the Liberal interest, is the son of 
Mr. George Green, of Cannon-bridge, Radnorshire. He was 
born in 1803, and assumed the additional name of Price by 
Royal licence in 1861. He was admitted a solicitor in 1824, 
and practised for several years at Knighton and Presteign in 
partnership with the late Mr. Thomas Peters. Sir R. Price 
is a magistrate for Herefordshire, and a magistrate and 
‘deputy-lieutenant for Radnorshire. He was M.P. for Radnor 
District from 1863 till 1869, when he retired in favour of the 
a of Hartington, and he was created a baronet in 

874. 


Mr. Lewis Pucu Puen, barrister, who has been elected 
M.P. for Cardiganshire in the Liberal interest, is the eldest 
son of Mr. John Evans, of Lovesgrove, Cardiganshire. He 
was born in 1837, and assumed the name of Pagh by 
Royal licence in 1868. He was educated at Winchester 
and at Corpus Christi College, Oxford, where he graduated 
third class in classics in 1859. He was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 1862, and he is a 
magistrate for Cardiganshire. 


Mr. Robert Turesare Rem, barrister, who has been 
elected M.P, for the City of Hereford in the Liberal interest, 
is the son of the late Sir James John Reid, formerly Chief 
Justice of the Ionian Islands, and was born in 1846. He 
‘was educated at Cheltenham College, and was formerly 
scholar of Balliol College, Oxford. In 1868 he obtained an 
Ireland scholarship, and graduated first class in classics. He 
was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Trinity Term, 
1871, and practises on the Oxford Circuit. 


Mr. Sruart Renvet, barrister, who has been elected 
M.P. for Montgomeryshire in the Liberal interest, is the 
son of Mr. James Meadows Rendel, C.E. He was born in 
1834, and was educated at Eton and at Oriel College, 
Oxford. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Easter Term, 1861, and he is a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. 


The Hon, Tuomas Cuartes AGAR Rosarres, barrister, 
who has been elected M.P. for the Eastern Division of the 
County of Cornwall in the Liberal interest, is the only son 
of Lord Robartes, and was born in 1844. He was educated 
at Christ Church, Oxford, and was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1870, He is a magistrate 
and deputy-lieutenant for Cornwall. 





Mr. Cuartes ARTHUR RussEtL, Q.C., who has beer 
elected M.P. for the Borough of Dundalk in the Liberal 
interest, is the eldest gon of Mr. Arthur Russell, of Newry. 
He was born in 1830, and was educated at Trinity College, 
Dublin. He was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 
Hilary Term, 1859, and he is a member of the Northern 
Circuit. He became a Queen’s Counsel in 1872, and he isa 
bencher of Lincolo’s-inn. 

Mr. Jacos Henry Trucert, solicitor, of Norwich, who 
has been elected M.P. for the city in the Liberal interest, is 
the son of Mr. Jacob Tillett, and was born in 1814. He 
was admitted a solicitor in 1839, and he is clerk to the Com- 
missioners of Income Tax at Norwich. He has been twice 
mayor of the city. He was elected M.P. for Norwich both 
in 1870 and in 1875, but was on each occasion unseated on 
petition. 


DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 


Epe@ar CHARLES BAKER and CLEMENT UPPERTON, solici- 
tors, 52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields (Baker, Folder, & Upperton). 
Business will be carried on in future by the said Clement 
Upperton under the said style or firm of Baker, Folder, & 
Upperton. March 25. 

(Gazette, April 16, 1880). 

Tuomas Cook and Jonn THomAs ParKER, Solicitors, 
Wellingborough and Kettering (Cook & Parker). John 
Thomas Parker will continue the business at Church-street, 
Wellingborough, and at Kettering. April 15. 

SamuEL Fozarp Harrison and Herbert Beavmont, 
solicitors, Chancery-lane, Wakefield (Harrison & Bean- 
mont). Business will in future be carried on by the said 
Herbert Beaumont alone, under the style of Harrison & 
Beaumont. April 13. 

WitiramM Hancaetr and CHartes Watson, solicitors, 
Oldham (Hanchett & Watson). Business will in future 
be carried on by William Hanchett. April 16. 

James THomaS WoopuovusE and Ropert Praca, solici- 
tors, Kingston-upon-Hull (Woodhouse & Peach). April 15. 

THoMas GrirrirHs WooLLacotr and Henry SELF 
Leonarp, solicitors, 61, Gracechurch-street, London 
(Woollacott & Leonard) April (date not given). 

(Gazette, April 20, 1880.) 








Companies. 
WINDING-UP NOTICES. 


Joint Stock CoMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Hampsarre Co-oPperativE Mick Company, Luwrrep —V.C. Hall has, by 
an order dated March 3, appvinted Robert Hugh Sloley, 29, New City 
chambers, Bishopsgate st, to be official liquidator. Creditors are 
required on or before May 12, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims to the above. M-y 3l at 12 
is appointe? for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and c aims. 

Hunearian Trading Company, Limirep.—V.C. Hall has, by an order 
dated March 25, appointed John Macdonald Henderson, 2, Moorgate 
st buildings, to be official liquidator. Creditors are required, on or 
before May 15, to send their names and addres:es and the particulars 
of their debts or claims to the above, May 27 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

TASMANIAN Main Line Raitwax Company, Livrrep.—Patition for 
winding up, presented Apr 13, directed to be heari before M.R. on 
Apr 24. Murray and Co, Birchin lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Trapers’ BANKING AND Suppty Company, Limirep.--By an order 
made by V.O. Hall, dated Apr 6, it was ordered that the company be 
wound up, Hindson-Miller aud Verzoa, Moorgate st, solicitors for 
the petitioner , 

Wituram Ramsry, Lrurrep.—Creditors are required, on or before May 
15, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of theie 
debts or claims, to Henry Spain, 1, Gresham buildings, Basinghall :t. 
June | at 12 is appointed for hearing aud adjudicating upoa the 


debts and claims 
(Gazette, Apr. 16.) 


Asron Lower Grounps Company, Limitep.—By an order maie br 
V OC. Hall, dated Apr 10, it was ordered that the voluntary winding 
up of the above company be coatinued. Burtoa and Co, Lincoln’s 
inn fields, agents for Johnson and Co, Birmingham, solicitors for the 
petitiorer 

Avromatic Burron Comrary, Lrutrep.—The M.R. has fixed Apr 2} at 
11 at bis chambers for the appointment of an official liqaid ctor 

CATTERALL PAPER MAKtn@ AND Corton SPiInNtNG ComPany, LIMIrep. 
—By an order made by V.C, Hall, dared Apr 9, it was ordered that 
the above company bs wound up. Pritchard and Co, Painters’ Had, 
agents for Costeker, Darwen, solicitor for the petitioner 

Crvit SERVICE AND. GENERAL BreaD AND FLour Suppiy Associa- 
tion, Lim1rep.—Petition for winding up presented Apr 9, directed 
to be heard before V.C. Hall on Apr 30. Chinery and Co, Fenchurch 
st, Solicitors for the petitioners 
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Equrrasce Manrsxe Insvrawce Company, Lawrrep.—The M.R. has by 
an order dated Mar 5, appointed Charles Fitch Kemp, Walbrook, to 
be official liquidator 

Hamer’s Saur Company, Liwrrep.—By an order maie by V.C. Hall 
dated Apr 9, it was ordered that the volantary winding up of the 
above compsny be continued. Pritchard and Oo, Painters’ Hall, 

its for Rains, Manchester, solicitor for the petitioner 

Lawp, Mortcace, Invesrment, anv Trust Company or Crprus, 
Lruitep.—By an order made by V.C. Bacon, dated April i0, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of the above Company be 
continued, Tillyard, Solicitor for the petitioner 

MERCANTILE AND Excnance Crus, Liurrep.—Petition for winding 
up, presented Apr 15, directed to be heard before the M.R., on May 
1. Pati » Gr burch st, solicitor for the petitioner 

New ZeaLanp ManGanese Mines Limitrep.—Peti‘ion for winding up, 
presented Apr 19, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins, on Apr 30. 
Mercer and Mercer, Mark lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Normanton IRON AND STEEL Company, Limirep.—By an order made 

by the M.R., dated Apr 17, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Singleton and Tattershal!, Great James st, agents for 

Harrison and Beaumont, Wakefield, solicitors for tha petitioning 

company 

Normanton [Ron anv STEEL Company, Liuitep.—The M.R. has fixed 
Apr 29 at 12 at his chambers fur the appointment of an official liqui- 
dator 

Usstes Sream Tramways, Limirep. ~The 3J.R. has by an order dated 
Mar 19 appoieted Mr. George Chandler, 15, Coleman st, to be official 


liquidator ; 
[ Gazette, April 20.] 
UNuimitep IN CHANCERY. 

Newent Gas Licut anp Coxe Company.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Aor 17, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall, on Avr 30 
Goldring, Southampton st, agent for Goldring, Cinderford, solicitor 
for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Apr. 20.] 
County PALaTINE oF LANCASTER. 

LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE FIRE INscRANCE Company, LIMITED.— 
The V.C. has, by an order dated Apr 13, appointed John Birtwistle, 
46, Spring gardens, to be cfficial liquidaior 

(Gazette, Apr. 16.] 


Faiznpiy Socretres DIssoLven. 
Para oy RectituDE FRIENDLY S creTy, 13, Duke street, Aldgate. Apr 
16 


[ Gazette, April 20.]} 











Solicitors’ Cases. 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Before Lord CoLermes, C.J., and Grovr, J.) 
April 10, 17.—Re Charles Mills Roche, a Solicitor, 

In this case a rule had been obtained on behalf of the 
Incorporated Law Society, calling upon Mr. Charles Milis 
Roche, a solicitor, to show cause why he should not answer 
certain affidavits, or, in default of a satisfactory answer 
thereto, why he should not be struck off the rolls. The 
facts are stated in the judgment. 

Sir Henry James, Q.C., and Philbvick, Q.C., showed 
cause. 

Wills, Q.C., and Murray, for the Law Society. 

Lord Coterinex, C.J.—This is a case of some importance, 
and is, in many respects, a disagreeable one for us to 
adjudicate upon. We have before us a gentleman who for 
many years has been a solicitor in considerable practice, 
and of good reputation. The charge against him, so far as I 
can follow it, is not one of direct dishonesty, in which case 
the punishment would have been heavier than that which 
we shall be galled upon to pronounce under the circum- 
stances of the case, but is one of unprofessional and dis- 
honourable conduct. The case against him is that he was 
the solicitor toa bankrupt’s estate which was being adminis- 
tered in the Court of Bankruptcy. The bankrupt was a 
person who had been in considerable position in the city of 
London. He became bankropt, and among other securities 
were five policies on the life of himself, two for £500 each 
being in the National Provident Institution, and three for 
£300, £200, and £150 in the National Life Assurance 
Company. Now, of these policies one alone was unincum- 
bered, that was the one for £150, all the others 
were incumbered. One of the policies for £500 was 
deposited as collateral security for £450, which sum had 
been advanced on the security of certain leasehold 
premises which had been mortgaged, and the other 
£500 policy was charged with paymeat to one Milbank 
of a sum which exceeded its surrender value. After- 
wards, at a meeting, there was some question as to what 
should be done with these policies. It was proposed 
that £70 should be given for all the policies. Mr. Roche 
proposed to give £50, and finally £60 was agreed to, at 
which sum all the policies, subject to charges on them, were 





made over to Roche, who was then solicitor to the bank-— 
» and this sale was invalid without the sanction 
of the Court of Bankruptcy. Soon afterwards, on the next 
day in fact, the leasehold property was sold for £850, or- 
£450 more than it was mortgaged for, so that the procseds 
of the sale paid off the ineumbrance and released the policy 
which then came into Roche’s hands, and it is plain that, 
whatever the result was, all the policies passed to Roche 
for a small sum. ~Now this was in August, and in October 
£105 was paid by Roche to Milbank, the sum the latter 
agreed to take in discharge of his claim against the bank- 
rupt, so that Roche got the second £500 policy into his. 
possession clear from all incumbrances. On the 4th of 
November Clark, the bankrupt, died, and one question in 
the case is whether at the time this transaction took place 
Roche was aware that the death of Clark was imminent. 
Even if he was, his conduct was not actually dishonest or 
fraudulent, although another name might easily be found for 
it. I am of opinion further—and I am desired by my 
brother Grove, who is obliged to be away to say —that he 
concurs, that what seems to us the true result of the 
case is, not that Roche knew definitely that Clark was 
in a dying state, but that it appeared that he was in 
a critical state of mental health and could not transact 
business; and this being so, my brother Grove and FE 
think that, considering the state of Clark’s health, 
some competent person should have been called in to value 
these policies, with regard to the surrounding circumstances. 
Clark being in bad health the surrender value was not the 
true value ; the surrender value is simply fixed upon with- 
out reference to the health of the person assured, and is, I 
assume, the sum upon the payment of which the insurance 
office gets quit of the bargain whatever it may be. The real 
value of the policy is not of any account just now, but to 
take these five policies on something approaching the. 
surrender value was an act which was not creditable to 
Reche as a professional man. Further, Iam much impressed 
by the circumstance I mentioned in passing, I mean the pay- 
ment of £105 to Milbank ian October ; that shows that in 
October Roche had become aware that it was worth his while 
to get the policy free from incumbrance, and by paying the 
£105 he got the policy relieved from all charge. Roche 
must have known then what was the state of Clark’s health. 
Then, with regard to the further proceedings in this case, 
Clark died in November, and in March, after having had his 
attention called to the fact that the transaction was dis- 
puted, Roche goes to the first office and gets the two £500 
policies paid to him. The second office told him that the 
sanction of the Court of Bankruptcy must be had before they 
paid their three policies. Roche is informed of that in 
March, 1878, and from that time to November, 1878, he 
remains with the £1,000 received from the first office 
in his possession, after notice given by the second office 
that the sale of the policies is one which cannot be 
upheld, nor, as far as we can see, did Roche take any. 
steps to pay back to the bankrupt’s estate any of the 
£1,000. Now, without setting up any high standard of 
morality in this case by which to judge Roche, and by 
which one would be unwilling to be bound one’s self, £ . 
cannot help remarking upoa this retention of the £1,000. 
What would any man of good principle have done 
under similar circumstances ? Surely he would either have: 
repaid the money when the act was called in question,. 
saying that he had done what he had in good faith, or he 
would have said that he was in the rigbt, and have taken 
steps to enforce his claims. But Roche kept the £1,000,. 
apd did not attempt to enforce payment of the other poli- 
cies which the second office bad refused to pay. The 
notice of this transaction is taken in November, and Roche 
says thet he consulted his counsel, who told him that he 
could not maintain his case, because of the Court of Bank- 
ruptcy not having given their sanction to thesale, Then 
comes the question of the action for libel against the City 
Press, and here, I must say that Roche’s conduct cannot 
be taken as being what was due to his own character. The 
Law Society called upon Roche for gn explanation, which 
he makes, but they say it is not satisfactory. Roche then 
says he hopes that the Law Society will not act until his 
action against the City Press is finished. The Law Soeiety, 
acting with great propriety, a’ I think, stay their hands. 
Tbe case comes ov, and Roche consented to the action 
being settled on the terma of a stet processus, and the payment 
by him of a sum of £200 as costs, the counsel for the City 
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Press atating that there was no stain on the plaintiff’scha- 
racter. I think that, on the whole, the course advised by 
counsel was the best, and had I been there I should prob- 
ably have given the same advice. Had the case gone on 
the plaintiff might have been embarrassed by the question 
of privilege, and, as it was, counsel got all they could get. 
For a time the plan adopted by counsel was a success; 
still Roche had told the Law Society that he meant to 
vindicate his character in open-court. He might have pot 
himself into the witness-box and have explained all 
matters in doubt; he could have pressed for an investiga- 
tion into his character. Rochs might have said, There 
are matters behind which make it necessary that the 
case should be fought to the end. I do not want to 
appear hard upon Roche, but the advice of his counsel, 
though good for those who had to look no farther than 

the end of that case, was, in the end, most unfortuvate 
counsel for Roche. 

Having looked at the matter, as far as I can, from all 
points of view, the result of my consideration is, that a 
solicitor of long standing, and who has presumably studied 
law for some long period, says that he did not know 
that in acting as he did be was doing anything techni- 
cally wrong. I object to the word ‘‘ technical” unless to 
expresses the signification of some term peculiar to the art or 
science which any person professes, and therefore I object to 
the term technically wrong. Roche was solicitor toa trustee 
to a bankrupt, and should have known that the purchase of 
the policies was not in accordance with his character as soli- 
citor to the trustee. Roche makes his affidavit on oath, and 
I do not therefore disbelieve him, but it strains my powers 
of belief, I must say, when I am asked to believe what he says 
was the case. He bays this valuable property under cir- 
cumstances of the gravest suspicion, and he says that he did 
this for the benefit of Mrs. Clark, the widow of the deceased 
bankrupt, in order to make her a present of one of the policies 
on her husband's life, which he, Roche, had bought for a 
small sum. This may be so, but it seems to me to bea most 
peculiar form of charity, for why not have given her the sum 
paid for the policies ? 

Roche must pay all costs incurred by the Law Society 
in all the proceedings, and we have considered what 
punishment should be inflicted upon Roche. Ever 
since I have sat in this court I have been opposed to 
the sentence of suspension because, as a rule, the party 
who suffers most is the victim and not the solicitor. Of 
Roche himself I know nothing, and have no reason to suspect 
that he has been guilty of such conduct on former occasions ; 
I therefore look upon this as an isolated offence for which 
striking off the rolls would not, in my opinion, be a proper 
punishment. The case, as I said, is not one of fraudulent, 
though it is one of dishonourable, conduct. On the whole, 
therefore, the rule must be made absolute as to the suspen- 
sion of Mr, Roche for the period of two years, and he 
mnst pay all costs incurred. 

Solicitor for the Law Society, Wildiamson. 

Solicitors for Roche, Armstrong § Lamb, 








New Orvers, Etc. 
PUBLIC PROSECUTIONS. 


The following rules for the guidance of magistrates in re- 
gard to the conduct of public prosecutions under the provi- 
sions of the Prosecution of Offences Act have teen approved 
by the Lord Chancellor and the Home Secretary :— 

The Director of Public Prosecutions shall be required to 
take action in such class of cases as have hitherto been 
conducted by the Solicitor for the Treasury, by order of the 
Secretary of State, and in other cases for the proper con- 
ducting of which, in his opinion, the ordinary mode of pro- 
secution is insufficient. The following rules are to be applied 
only to such cases :—1. It shall be the duty of the Director 
of Public Prosecutions to give advice in cases of importance 
and difficulty to justices of the peace, to clerks of justices of 
the peace, and to chief officers of police who may apply for 
his advice in such cases, and to other persons in his discre- 
tion, subject to any special instruction which he may receive 
from the Attorney-General. Advice so given may, at the 
discretion of the Director of Public Prosecutions, be given 
verbally or in writing. 2. The Director of Public Prosecu- 





tions may assist prosecutors by authorizing them to incur 
special costs for the purpose of (a) the preparation of 
scientific evidence; (b) the remuneration of scientific wit- 
nesses ; (c) the payment of extra fees to counsel ; (d) the 
preparation of plans or models ; (¢) and in respect of any 
special matter in such cases as the Attorney-General may 
sanction. So much of the costs that are thus authorized 
by the Director of Public Prosecutions as shall not be allowed 
on taxation and paid by the authority that defrays the costs- 
of the prosecution, and are found, after examination by the 
Solicitor of her Majesty’s Treasury, to be reasonable and 

proper, shall be paid by the said solicitor. 3. Upon every 
application made by a prosecutor to withdraw from 
a prosecution the clerk to the justices or to the police court 

before whom the prosecution has been, to which such 

application is made, shall forthwith give notice to the 

Director of Public Prosecutions of such application, and of 

the reasons for making it. If any prosecution instituted 

before a justice of the peace or a police magistrate be not 

carried on within reasonable time, or be not proceeded with 

in consequence of an apparent improper refusal or failure of 
anyone who ought to proceed therewith, the clerk shall 

forthwith give notice to the Director of Public Prosecutions 

of any such delay, refusal or failure, and of the cause of the 

same if it be known. And in all cases to which this rule 

applies he shall also, when required, forthwith transmit to 
the Director of Public Prosecutions, by post, a copy of the 

information, and of all depositions and other documents 

relating to the case in which such notice is given. 4. In all 
cases in which is any delay in proceeding with a prosecution, 
or in which good cause is shown for any refusal or failure to 
proceed, and which appear to the Director of Public Pro- 

secutions to be of importance or difficulty, or in which the 
special circumstances seem to him to render his action 
necessary to secure the due prosecution of an offender, he 

shall take action therein. And to all these cases all expenses 

not allowed on taxation and paid by the authority that 

defrays the costs of the prosecution, and which are 

found after examination by the Solicitor to her 

Majesty’s Treasury to be reasonable and proper, shall 

be paid by the said solicitor. 5. The assistant to 
the Director of Public Prosecutions shall act for the whole 

of England and Wales. 6. In the conduct of any prosecu- 
tion, the Director of Public Prosecutions and his assistant 

shall, as a rule, employ and instruct the Solicitor of Her 

Majesty’s Treasury, but under special circumstances may 

employ any solicitor or firm of solicitors to act as agents for 
the director in the conduct of a prosecution, in getting up 
evidence, preparing instructions for and instracting counsel}, 

as is usually done by a solicitor, and for so doing such 
agent or agents shall be paid such costs and charges as the 
Solicitor to her Majesty’s Treasury shail, after examination, 

find to be reasonable and proper. 7. In instracting counsel 
the Director of Public Prosecutions shall act under the 
direction of the Attorney-General. 8. The Director of 
Public Prosecutions, in cases reserved for the opinion of the 
Court of Crown Cases Reserved, which are brought to his 
notice, and in which no counsel for the prosecution is 
instructed, shall, when he thinks fit, or when so directed by 
the Attorney-General, cause counsel, as named by the 

Attorney-General, to be instructed, and the expenses of so 
doing to be defrayed by the Solicitor to her Majesty’s 
Treasury. 9. Every justice of the peace, or coroner, to 
whom a notice has been given under section 5 of the Prosecu- 
tion of Offences Act, 1879, shall within three days transmit 
by post in a registered letter to the Director of Public 
Prosecutions every document which he is by the said section 
required to transmit. 


—_———— 


INVESTIGATIONS INTO SHBIPPING 
CASUALTIES. 

Appitionat Rutes as to Investigations into Shipping 
Casualties, 1880 :—The Merchant Shipping Act, 1876, 39 
& 40 Vict. o. 80. The Shipping Casualties Investiga- 
tions Act, 1879, 42 & 43 Vict. e, 72. 

Under the authority of the above-mentioned Acts, I, 
the Right Honourable Hugh MacCalmont, Earl Cairns, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, hereby make the 
following general rules : — 

Short Title. 

1, These rules may be cited as the ‘‘ Shipping Casualties- 

(Appeal and Rehearing) Rules, 1880.” 








492 





SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


April 24 1880. 





= 





Commencement. 
2. These rules shall come inte operation on the 21st day 
~of April, 1880. 
Interpretation, 


8. In the construction of these rules the word “ judge ” 
-shall mean the wreck commissioner, stipendiary magis- 
trate, jastices, or other authority empowered to hold an 
investigation into the conduct of a master, mate, or en- 
-gineer, or into a shipping casualty. 


Publication of Rules. 


4. These rules shall be published by her Majesty’s 
‘Stationery Office through its agents, and a copy shall be 
kept at every Custom Office and Mercantile Marine Office 
rin the United Kingdom, and any person desiring to p eruse 
them there shall be entitled to do so. 


Copy of Report where Certificate affected. 

5. Where the certificate of master, mate, or engineer has 
been cancelled or suspended, the Board of Trade shall, on 
application by any party to the proceedings, give him a copy 
of the report made to the board. 


Appeals, 

6. Every appeal under section 2 of ‘The Shipping 

Casualties Investigations Act, 1879, shal! be subject to the 
-conditions and regulations following, namely :— 

(a) The appellant shall, within seven days after the day on 
which the decision appealed against is pronounced, serve on 
such of the other parties to the proceedings as he may con- 
sider to be directly affected by the appeal, notice of his in- 
tention to appeal, and shall also, within two days after the 
appeal is set down, serve on the said parties notice of the 
general grounds of the appeal. 

(b) If the appeal is brought by any party other than the 
Board of Trade, the appellant shall give such security, if 
any, by deposit of money or otherwise, for the costs to be 
occasioned by the appeal, as the judge from whose decision 
the appeal is brought, on application made to him for that 
purpose, may direct. 

(c) The appellant shall, before the expiration of the 
time within which notice of appeal may be given, leave with 
the officer for the time being appointed for that purpose by 
the court to which the appeal is brought (in these rules 
referred to as the Court of Appeal), a copy of the notice of 
appeal, and the officer shall thereupon set down the appeal 
by entering it in the proper list. 

(d) The Court of Appeal shall be assisted by not less than 
two assessors, to be selected, in the discretion of the court, 
having regard to the nature of each case, from either or 
‘both of the following classes : 

1. Elder Brethren of the Trinity House. 

2. Persons approved from time to time by the Secretary 
of State as assessors for the purpose of formal in- 
vestigations into shipping casualties, under section 30 
of the “ Merchant Shipping Act, 1876,” and sub- 
section 1 of section 3 of the ‘Shipping Casual- 
ties Investigations Act, 1879.” 

(€) The Court of Appeal may, if it thinks fit, order any 
other person or persons, body or bodies, other than the 
parties served with the notice of appeal, to be added as a 
party or parties to the proceedings for the purposes of the 
@ppeal, on such terms with respect to costs and otherwise as 
to the Court of Appeal seems meet. 

(f) Any party to the proceedings may object to the 
appearance on the appeal of any other party to the pro- 
ceedings as unnecessary. 

(g) The evidence taken before the judge from whose 
decision the appeal is brought shall be proved before the 
Court of Appeal by a copy of the notes of the judge, or 
of the shorthand writer, clerk, secretary, or other person 
authorized by him to take down the evidence, or by such 
other materials as the Court of Appeal thinks expedient ; 
and a copy of the evidence, and of the report to the Board 
of Trade containing the decision from which the appeal 
is brought, and of the notice of t be general grounds of the 
appeal, shall be left with the officer for the time being ap- 
pointed for that purpose by the Court of Appeal before the 
appeal comes on for hearing. For the purpose of this 
rale, copies of the notes of the evidence, and of the report, 
Shall be supplied to the appellant, on request, by the 


jadge or other person having charge thereof, on payment 
of the usual charge for copying. 

(h) The Court of Appeal shall have full power to receive 
farther evidence on questions of fact, such evidence to 
be either by oral examination in court, by affidavit, or by 
deposition taken before an examiner or commissioner. 
Evidence may also be given with special leave of the Cours 
of Appeal as to matters which have occurred since the 
date of the decision from which the appeal is brought. 

(i) The Court of Appeal shall have power to make such 
order as to the whole or any part of the costs of and occa- 
sioned by the appeal as may seem just. 

(7) Subject to the foregoing provisions of this rule, every 
appeal shall be conducted under and in accordance with the 
general rules and regulations applicable to ordinary pro- 
ceedings before the Court of Appeal to which it is brought ; 
but there shall not be anything in the nature of pleadings, 
other than the notice of the general grounds of the appeal, 
except by special permission of the Court of Appeal. 

On the conclusion of an appeal, the Court of Appeal 
shall send to the Board of Trade a report of the case, 
similar to that required to be sent by the judge from whose 
decision the appeal is brought. 


Rehearings by Order of Board of Trade. 


7. (a) Where the Board of Trade direct a rehearing under 
section 2 of the ‘*Shipping Casualties Investigations Act, 
1879,” they shall cause such reasonable notice to be given to 
the parties whom they consider to be affected by the reheariag 
as tbe circumstances of the case may, in the opinion of the 
Board of Trade, permit. 

(b) The provisions distinguished as (@), (e), (f), (9), (4), 
(i), (7), and (4) of the last foregoing rule shall apply to a 
rehearing as if it were an appeal, and as if the court or 
authority before whom the rehearing takes place were the 
Court of Appeal. Carrns, C. 

Dated this 17th day of April, 1880. 


AppitionaL Routes as to Investigations into Shipping 
Casualties, 1880 :—The Merchant Shipping Act, 1876, 39 & 
40 Vict. c. 80. The Shipping Casualties Investigations Act, 
1879, 42 & 43 Vict. c. 72, 39 & 40 Vict. c. 80, s. 30. 

Whereas by section 30 of ‘The Merchant Shipping Act, 
1876,” it was provided as follows :— 

“The Wreck Commissioner, justices, or other authority 
holding a formal investigation into a shipping casualty shall 
hold the same with the assistance of an assessor or assessors 
of nautical engineering or other special skill or knowledge, to 
be appointed by the commissioner, justices, or authority out 
of a list of persons for the time being approved for the 
purpose by a Secretary of State.” 

“The commissioner, justices, or authority, when of opinion 
that the investigation is likely to involve the cancellation or 
suspension of the certificate of a master or mate, shall, where 
practicable, appoint a person having experience in the 
merchant service to be one of the assessors.” 


42 & 43 Vict. c. 72, s. 3 (1). 


And whereas by section 3, sub-section 1, of “ The Ship- 
ping Casualties Investigations Act, 1879,” it was thus 
enacted :— 

8, (1) The list of persons approved as assessors for the 
purpose of formal investigations into shipping casualties 
shall be in force for three years only, but persons entered in 
any snch list may be approved for any subsequent list. The 
list of those persons in force at the passing of this Act 
shall continue in force until the end of the year one 
thousand eight hundred and eighty, but nothing in this 
section shall affect the power of the Secretary of State to 
withdraw his approval of any name on any such list or to 
approve of any additional name. 

And whereas the Secretary of State has directed that 
the assessors shall, so far as in his opinion circumstances 
permit, be taken in order of rotation within each class or 
sub-class, and has further directed that the assessors 
placed by bim on the list of assessors shall be classified 
according to the qualifications sat forth in the additional 
Rules as to Investigations into Shipping Casualties, dated 
the 20th day of December, 1879. 

And whereas the Secretary of State has further directed 
that the following qualifications with respect to Class II. 
Mercantile Marine Engineers, shall be substituted for the 





qualifications set forth in the said rales, viz. :— 
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Qualifications. 
Classes. 
Class II.—Mercantile Marine Engineers. 

Five years’ service a8 an engineer in the merchant 
service, and at the time of appointment holding a first- 
class certificate of competency as an engineer. 

Now under the authority of the above-mentioned Acts, 
I, the Right Honourable Hugh MacCalmont, Earl Cairne, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, hereby make the 
following general rules :— 

Commencement. 

1. These rules shall come into operation on the 19th day 
of April, 1800, 

Publication of Rules. 

2. These rules shall be published by her Majesty’s 
Stationery Office through its agents, and a copy shall be 
kept at every Custom House and Mercantile Marine Office 
in the United Kingdom, and any person desiring to peruse 
them there shall be entitled to do so. 

3. “The Shipping Casualties Rules, 1879,” shall be read 
and construed, and shall take effect, as if the qualifications 
above set forth with respect to Class II, Mercantile Marine 
Engineers had been inserted ia the said rules in lieu of the 
qualifications therein specified. 


Dated this 19th day of April, 1880. Carrys, C. 





LEGAL ACCOUNTANTS. 


At the sitting of the Bristol County Court, last week, 
before Mr. W. J. Metcalfe, Q.C., judge, Mr. F. W. Tonkin, 
solicitor, addressing his Honour, said that, at the request of 
several professional brethren, he desired to bring before the 
notice of the court a circuler form of application for debt 
which was being used by a so-called firm of Johnson & Co., 
in this city. After commenting upon the way in which cer- 
tain classes of accountants attempted to terrorise debtors 
into payment of amounts by threatening proceedings which 
they (the accountants) well knew they had no power to take, 
Mr. Tonkin read from the document in question. The ap- 
plication ran as follows :—‘ Debt Department. Western 
Connties Trade Protection Offices, Arch House Chambers, 
Johnestreet, Bristol. Office hours: ten to four o'clock. 
Saturdays, ten to one o'clock. Bristol office, 17th April, 
1880. Sir,—We are instructed by Messrs, G. Dixon & 
Song, of this city, to apply to you for payment of £9 14s, 2d., 
owing by you to them, and have to inform you that unless 
the amount be paid at our offices at once, we shall take legal 
proceedings for its recovery without further notice. Yours 
respectfully, Jounson & Co., Managers.—-Debt, £9 14s. 2d.; 
expenses, 5s.; £9 19s. 2d.” Mr. Tonkin called attention to 
the wording of the phrase ‘‘ we shall take legal proceedings,” 
and also to the fact that the so-called firm made a claim for 
5s, expenses. 

His Honour: Is this the same Johnson & Co, who were 
recently brought under my notice in a case where they were 
alleged to have received money from a debtor as for a creditor 
who it was denied had instructed them ? 

One of the officials of the court intimated that this was the 
same firm. 

His Honour: I recollect the case well. I intimated at the 
time that I thought the police should be communicated with 
and directed to ascertain of whom this firm of Johnson & 
Co, really consisted. In this present case I do not see that I 
have sufficient evidence upon which I could take steps under 
the Solicitors Act. 

Mr, Tonkin: No, your Honour. I apprehended from the 
first that there was not sufficient evidence here to sustain a 
conviction under the Solicitors Act. The object of my ap- 
plication is that your Honour will make some observations 
arent the impropriety of accountants thus wording their cir- 
culars, in order that, your Honour’s observations being com- 
municated to the so-called Messrs. Johnson & Co., a check 
may be put upon the informal, if not illegal, practices of a 
certain class of so-called accountants in this city. 

His Honour: I certainly highly disapprove of the way in 
which this application is worded, and I repeat I am of opinion 
that the recent case to which I have referred is one that 
should be put for investigation into the hands of the police. 

Mr. Tonkin: I am obliged to your Honour, and I will see 
that the expression of your Honour’s disapproval is com- 
municated to the parties. 





Creditors’ Claims. 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 25. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM. 


ALLEN, Matruew, Bethune rd, Stoke Newington, Builder. May 14. 
Pettiver, College st, College hill 
Bairp. DoroTHEa, Queen’s-gate, South Kensington. May 12. Nicholl 
and Co, Howard st, Strand 
Carne, Joun Henny, Ramsgate, Kent, Gent. May 31. Greenfield and 
Abbott, Queen Victoria st 
Ciecc, Jonataan, Morley, York, Grocer. June 30. Eddison and 
Eddison, Leeds 
Danes, Sarad, Kentish Town rd. May 18. Elliott, Verulam bldgs 
Gray’s-inn 
Fines, WittiaM Mircaett, Southwell, Nottingham, Wheelwright. 
% May 21. Barber, Nottingham 
Frint, Exizasets, Brompton-on-Swale, York. April 30, Tomliz, 
Richmond 
Fiint, James, Brompton-on-Swale, York, Ironfounder. April 30. 
Tomlin, Richmond 
BA, Ricwarp, Gt George st, Westminster, Surveyor. June 1. Nick- 
inson and Co, Chancery lane 
Hore, CuarLes WeEBLEY, Devonport, Rear Admiral, R.N. May 9. 
Hallett and Co, St Martin’s-p! 
a, Ratpa, Ripon, York, Ironmonger. June 1. Coppin and Witham, 
ipon 
Lampert, Major Montacur, Army and Navy Club, Pall Mall. May 12. 
Tucker and Lake, Serle st, Lincoln’s-inn 
Lea ARD, Frances, Scarborough, York. May 17. Woodall and Woodall, 
Scarborough 
Puitiirs, ApgaHaM, Bath st, City rd. Junel. Solomon, King st, 
Cheapside 
Rvve, Davin Purtuips, Liverpool, Joiner. June 1. Smith and Son, 
Newington, Liveryool 
St. Lawrance, HARRIET, Clifton, Gloucester. May 31, Palmer ané@ 
Oo, Trafalgar sq 
Sankey, Toomas, Burntwood, Stafford, Farmer. June1l. Hinckley 
and Co, Lichfield 
Scrogit, JoHN Wooprorp, Kingston-upon-Hull, Gent. June }. 
Tenney and Dawber, Hull 
Scarase, Francis, Ditchling, Sussex, Farmer. May 10, Senior and 
Co, New-inp 
SyMuNs, AMELIA DuNsQERVILLE, Plymouth. June 6, Wilson, Ply- 
south 
Turner, Jonas, King’s rd, Fulham, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer. 
May 22. Caldicott and Co, Dudley 
Watnwaigut, Toomas, Worlingham, Suffolk, May 1. Preston, 
Bournemouth 
Worrin, WittIam, Brentwood, Essex, Chemist. May 17. Postans ard 
Landon, New Broad st 
(Gazette, April. 13,] 
ALpeER, JamEs, Welbeck st, Cavendish sq, Gent. May 31. Taylor, 
Old Burlington st 
Barta, George, Woolwich, Butcher. May 21. Sampson, King st, 
Cheapside 
Brrcn, Henry Witxiam, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Esq. May 19. Ingram 
and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Bong, GEORGE Peres, Brighton, Gent. May 31. Upperton and 
Bacon, Brighton 
Carter, HENRY, Scarsdale-terrace, Kensington, Commander in the 
Merchant Service. May 14. Argles and Co, Gracechurch st 
Ciavey, ANN, Stoke Saint Michae!, Somerset. July 1. Mackay, 
Shepton Mallett 
Cre-swetl, WILLIAM Henry, Pinkney Park, Wilts, Esq. June 21, 
Bloxams and Ellison, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
CoTupeat, CHAaLoTTR, Kingston-upon-Hull, Publican. 
Barker, Hull 
Dace, Tsomas Henry Lennox, Burton-on-Trent, Brewer. May 15. 
Taylor, Burton-on-Trent 
Eames, Mary, Tything of Street, Southampton. June 1. Nickolds, 
Petersfield 
GarneR, Mary, Hanésworth, Stafford. May3l. Glaisyer, Birmiug- 
ham 
Grover, Tomas, Solihull, Warwick, Farmer.’ May 10. Kaye, Bire- 
mingbam 
Goruam, Samust, Westminster Bridge-rd, Bootmaker. Jane 1, 
Chamberlain, Basinghall-st \ 
Grant, James, Leicester, Leather Merchant. May 26. Wright and 
Hincks, Leicester 
Houtmes, Henry Wituiam, Rockleaze, Stoke Bishop, Gloucester. 
May 10. Wansey, Bristol 
Hurcuinson, Hannan, High Catton, nr Stamford Bridge, York. 
Junel. Walker, York 
Joicer, Epwarpd, Gateshead, Durham, Esq. May 13. Dodds and Co,. 
Stockton-on-Tees 
Jones, Any, Portmadoc, Carnarvon. May 31. 
Portmadoc 
Kxtsry, Henry, Barstow, Surrey, Esq. May 24. Merrick Head, 
Reigate 
Kina, Haray, Slangham, Sussex, Ironmonger. Jane 1. Waugh, 
Cuckfield 
Kuicut, Henny Rosson, Greenwich, Gent. May 15, Tylee and Co. 
Essex st, Strand 
Lovs, Wittiam, the Park, Highgate,Geat, May 31, Janson and Co, 
Finsbury-circus 
MoCasxiu1t, Evrza, Funchal, Madeira. May 15, Farrer and Co, Lin- 
coln’s-inn-fields - 
McCLELLAN, ANN, Quality Corner, near Whitehaven. May 6. Brock 
bank and Co, Whitehaven 
Mrars, Wrtit1aM, Holborn-hill, Brush Manufacturer. May 24. Letts, 
Brothers, Bartlett's bidgs, Holbora-circus 
Morpratr, Mary, Abbey View Terrace, Bath. May 26. Simmons 
and Co, Bath 
Nonrtron, Ronsrr, Holderness terrace, York, Innkeeper, May 3 
Laverack, Kipgston-upon-Hu'l 


June 12, 


Jones and Jones, . 
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Prcxenrt, Bast Mowracve, Piccadilly, Bookseller, May 31. Toovey. 
New Bond st 

Rennie, Joun, Norfolk st, Park lane. June 1, Gordon, New 
Broad st 

ReyNops, Joun, Bournemouth, Southampton, Gent. Janel. Jelf, 
Birmingham r 

Rupp, Tomas, Caddington, Hertford, Farmer. May 23. Benning and 
Son, Dunstable 

De Satis, Rupowrn, Ashley place, Westminster, a Colonel in the Sth 
Hussars. June 16, Lane and Andrews, Essex sl, Strand 

Sanxey, THomas, Burntwood, Stafford, Farmer. Junel. Hinckley 
and Oo, Lichfield a 

SEARLE, Hanry, Bishopsgate st Without, Upholsterer. May 29. Harris 
Bishopsgate Churchyard 

SuarrTox, Henry, York, Gent. May 24. Shaftoe, York 

Srimton, Fanny, Brighton. May 3]. Fraser, Furnival’s-inn 

Suaw, a Se he phen, ‘Westmoreland, Yeoman. 
Preston, Kirkby Stephen 

SHEPPARD, Maritpa, Newport, Monmouth, June 1. Lloyd, New- 


June 1. 





port 
SmitH, Henry Porter, East Sheen, Surrey, Esq. Junc10. Bennett 
and Oo, New sq, Lincoln’s-inn . 
Smrrs, JonN, Broadwas, Worcester, Gent. June 14. Jelf, Birming- 
hi 


am 

Sovrner, Witt1am, Waterdell, nr Rickmansworth, Hereford, Leather 
Merchant. June !. Harrison, Folkestone 

Srrerx, Taomas James, West pl, Brixton. Ale House Keeper. May 20. 
Preston and Co, Southampton bldgs, Chancery lane 

TSyDALL, JAMES FREDERICK, Clarendon rd, Notting Hill, Erq. June }, 
May, Russel sq 

Untuank, MarGaret, b'aydon, Durham. July 1. Dees and Thomp. 
son, Newcastle-upon-Tyse 

Warzvrton, Ricuarp Axsop, Belmont Bowden, Chester, Gent. 
May 22. Addleshaw and Warburton, Manchester 

Warp, Ricnarp, Leominster, Hereford, Solicitor. June 1. Wood- 
house, Leominster 

Wass, Joszpo Henry HIGInpoTHaMm, 
May 15. Taylor, Burton-on-Trent 

Wig@NALL, Atice, East Cowes, Isle of Wight, June 1. 
Artindale, Burnley 

Witxi1aMs, Mary Any, Falmouth, Cornwall. May 14. Coode and Co, 
St Austell 


Burto neon-Trent, Carrier. 
Artindale and 


[ Gazette, Apr. 16.] 


Borsnaw, Henny, Tarporley, Chester, Gent. June 24. Cooke, Wiuis- 
ford 

Cuew, Ricuarp, Skipton, York, Oontractor. May 9. Robinson, Skip- 
t 


on 
Croucs, Rev. Witt1am, Frome, Somerset, Clerk. May 31. Bennett 
ruton 

Crozier, Admiral Ricuamp, Freshwater, Jsle of Wight. June 24, 
Stevens, Queen Victoria st 

Dixon, Jounx, Wantsge Berks, Yeoman, 
tage 

Driscott, Cuartes, Plymouth, Druggist. June 5. 
Son, Plymouth : 

Fatconer, Sarag, Colchesrer, Essex. May 31. Miller and Son, Saville 
row, Burlington-gardens 

Green, Water, Torquay, Devon, Esq. 
and Co, East India Avenue 

HaRtow, Ann, Sheffield. June 1, Rodgers end Co 

Harris, Henr, St. Albans, Hertford, Bank Manager. July 1. Annesley 
St Albans 

Harrison, Josera, Galligreaves Hall, Lancaster, Esq. June 18, 
Catterall, Preston 

Heap, Arraep, Mile End, Stepney, Brewer. June 5. Cooper and Son 
Henley-on-Thames 

JoweERs, Francis WILLIAM EpMonpD, Cookham, Berks, Esq. May 17. 
Walters and Co, New sq, Lincoln’s-inn 

Kent, Grorcr, Fordingbridge, Southampton, Gent. May 3l. Davy, 
Fordingbridge . 

Kerret, Mary ANN, Snettisham Hall, Norfolk, May 16. Hewitt and 
Alexander, Ely pl . 

Lawrance, Epwar, Tomlins-grove, Bromley, Veterinary Surgeon 
May 22, Cree and Son, Gray’s-ior. q 3 

LEWELLEN, Jasper, Bexley Heath, Kent, Merchant Tailor. June 10. 
Pitt and Smith, Eastcheap 

Lerrert, Jacques ADOLPaE, Duke st, Grosvenor sq, Wine Merchant. 
May 31. Ewitt and Alexander, Ely pl 

Mantiv, Joun, Ledbury, Hereford, Esq. June24. Stevens, Queen 
Victoria st 

May, Atrrep, Chelmsford, Essex, Merchant. June 1. Duffield and 
Brury, Chelmsford 

Meaueu, Jane, Waddon, New rd, Croydon. May 15. Rowland, Croy 

n 


June 1. Jotcham, Wan- 


Edmonds and 


June 1, Hollingsworth 


eenmann, Rev. Davip, Cumberland, Cierk. June 1. Johnson and 


ny Ricwarp, St. Albans, Hertford, July 1. Annesley, St. 

bans 

RowERtgon, SHuaN Epwarps, Betheaston, Somerset, Esq. June 15. 
Wing and Du Cane, Gray’s-inn-sq 

RusH, Mary, Yateley, Southampton. Mar 31. Raper and Freeland, 
Chiches:er 

Sanxey, Taomus, Woodhouse, Stafford, Farmer. June 1. Hinkley and 
Co, Lichfield ’ 

Savnpers, Joun, Bedford, Dorset, Farmer. May 14. Beskett and 
Son 

Sipeny, SusaNNAH TOGHILL, Bath. May 31. Benett, Bruton 

Var.ey, James Taomas, Selby, York, Farmer. May1. Weddall and 
Parker, Selby 

‘WeavER, BenzamMiw ALLEN, Dursley, Gloucester, Brewer. May 31. 
Franciilon, Dursley - 

‘Weszs, Davin, Kingswinford, Stafford, Nail Master. June 24. Gould 
ana Elcock, Stourbridge 

‘Wess, Groroz, Kingswinford, Stefford, Nail Maker. June 24. Gould 
and Elcock, Stourbridge 

[ Gazette, Apr. 22.) 





Court Papers. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Court or Masrgr or THs 
Sue, APPEAL. Rotts. V.C. Manans. 


Monday, April 26Mr. Jackson Mr.Leach Mr. Ward 


Tuesday ...... Cobby Latham Pemberton 
Wednesday.... 28 Jackson Leach Ward 
Thursday .... 29 Cobby Latham Pemberton 
Friday..,..... 30 Jackson Leach Ward 
Saturday, May 1 Cobby Latham Pemberton 
V.C.Bacon. V.C,Hatr, Mr — 
Monday, April 26Mr. King Mr, Koe Mr. Farrer 
Tuesday ...... 27 Merivale Clowes Teesdale 
Wednesday.... 28 King Koe Farrer 
Thursday .... 29  Merivale Clowes Teesdale 
Friday. eecccce 30 King Koe Farrer 
Saturday, May 1 Merivale Clowes Teesdale 





ORDER OF TRANSFER. 
Orper or Court. 
Thursday, the 15:h day of April, 1880. 

Whereas from the present state of the business before the 
Master of the Rolls, the Vice-Chancellors Sir Richard Malins, 
Sir James Bacon, and Sir Charles Hall, and Mr Justice Fry, 
respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to the Master of the Rolls, the Vice- Chancellors Sir 
Richard Malins and Sir Charles Hall, and now standing for 
trial or hearing before their lordships, should be transferred 
to the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon ; and that the causes 
so to be transferred should, for the purpose only of trial or 
hearing, be travsferred from the Vice-Chancellor Sir James 
Bacon to Mr. Justice Fry ; Now I, the Right Hon. Hugh 
MacCalmont Earl Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the several causes set orth in the 
schedule hereto be accordingly transferred from the Master of 
the Rolls, and the Vice-Chancellors Sir Richard Malins and 
Sir Charles Hall], to the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon, 
and taken as causes assigned to the Vice-Chancellor Sir 
James Bacon, and be marked in the cause books accordingly. 
And I do further order that the same causes, when so 
transferred, be for the purpose only of trial or of hearing 
transferred from the Vice-Chancellor Sir James Bacon to Mr. 
Justice Fry. And this order is to be drawn up by the 
registrar and set up in the several offices off the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


Schedule, 


From THE Master or He Rotzs’ Cause Boox. 
Oakley v Hoar act, wits 1879 O. 57 
Dawson v Cleaver act, wits 1873 D. 146 
Gilbert v Comedy OperaCo act, wits 1879 G. 220 
Woodcock v Parker act, wits 1879 W. 218 
Wallis v Smith acts, wits 1879 W. 457 
Hall v Williams act, wits 1879 H. 546 
Mascall v Thompson act, wits 1879 M. 100 
Hall v Cook act, wits 1876 H. 474 
Mayor, &e,, of London v Riggs act, wits 1879 L. 285 
Windle v Stephens act, wits 1879 W. 465 


From THE VICE-CHaNncettor Sir Ricuarp Matiys’ 
Causr Book. 
Jolley v Simmons act, wits 1879 J. 35 
In ro Tibbitts, decd Hewitt v Hewitt act, wits 1879 T. 


172 
Hall v Lichfield Brewery Co, limd act, wits 1879 H. 45 
Whitmore v Farley act, wits 1879 W. 424 
Clarkson v Harrison act, wits 1879 C. 369 
Turner v Hill act, wits 1879 T. 218 
Groves v Brown act & motn for judgt, wits 1879 G. 231 
Thompson v Martin act & motn for judgt, wits 1861 T. 
3 


5 
Landowners, &¢c, Cov Ashford act, wits 1878 L. 253 
Wren v Wren act, wits 1878 W. 396 
From THE Vick-CHANncEeLtor Sir Cuartes Hatv’s 
Cause Boox. 
Lovesy v Smith act 1879 L 160 
Mighell v Bennington act 1879 M. 279 
Webster v Whewall act 1879 W. 358 


FLOODS 


Reagan 
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Tann v Heale act 1879 T. 188 

Peters v East Grinsted Ry Co “ Ma P. 240 

Balliard v Shutt act 1878 R. 90 

Glover v Billups act & motn for jade 1879 G. 186 

Newillv Snelling act 1879 N. 100 

In re Bliss, decd Whitney v Bliss act 1879 B. 507 

Duke v Littleboy act 1879 D. 255 

Wells v Tennant act 1879 W. 185 

Halliday v Roberts act 1879 H. 259 

In re Bardo, decd Bardov Bardo act 1879 B. 377 

Flower v Buller act & motn for judgt 1879 F. 189 

Addenbrooke v Tossell act 1879 A, 182 

Packer v Packer act 1879 P. 308 

Franklin v Cole act 1879 F. 18 

Anker v Franklin act 1879 A. 191 . 

Backhouse v The Queen Permanent Benefit Building Society 

act 1879 B. 662 

In re Brook, decd Sykes v Brook act 1880 B. 2 

Carrns, C. 


—_— 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 


MIDDLESEX.—EASTER SITTINGS, 1880. 
LIST OF ACTIONS FOR TRIAL. 
(Continued from p. 475.) 

Q B 223 Maple and Co (Lumley and L) v Mapleson (J and R Gole) 
QB 22 Fisher (B H Van Tromp) v Preston (W R Preston) 
Q B 226 Hirschfield (J Neal) v Jubber (J W Jubber) 
C P 226 Woolhead (Lewis and W) v Hill (Taylor and T) 
Ex 227 Wright (Coliyer-Bristow, W and R) v Atherden (Hayes, T 

P and Co) without j 
CP 228 Butt (Elborough and D) v Mitchinson (F W Denny) 
C P 229 Beale and anr (Beale and De §) v Vispe (Allen and Son) 
Ex 230 Petts (T R Apps) v Hirschfield (F Bradley 
QB 231 Humber (R Ballard) v Bridport Water Works Co (Miller, 

Smith and B) 8J 
CP 232 Peacock ys ee and Sons) v The Ealing Local Board 

(S Pilley, jun), 8 
© P 233 Thornicroft (Lain and Sons) v Bowser (# S Winnett) 
Ex 234 Newbery (Same) v Simmons (L Barnett, 
© P 235 Marshall (Robinson and H) v Price tiicklin and Y 
Ex 236 er (Vanderpump and Co) v Street and ors (Rogers 


and 

QB 237 Brewis (CO Humphreys and Son) v Stacpoole (S Scott) SJ 

Ex 238 ste | (J F Raw) v Veall and anr Au W Hickin) 

Ex 239 Clayton (W H Poole) v Thomas (R Astley) 

240 Hoare (Langbourn, L and §) v Ford on anr (Bolton, R 
and B) without jury 

241 Barnett (G Badham) v Williamson (Vallance and Y) 

242 Same (Same) v _— (G Blagden) 

243 = (W Maynard) v L and 8-Western Rail Co (M H Hall) 

244 


Watts (Speechley, M and Co) v Thatcher (Prior, B and Co) 

245 Whyley (Same) v Bodger and ors (Myers and L) 

246 Worrall and anr (Ar; ne and Co) v Day (W H Christmas) 
B 247 Ladd (Munton and M) v Proctor (W Butcher) 

248 Morton (W C Smith) v Pratt (A W Proudfoot) SJ 
249 Parker (Eardley, H and R) v Hudson (E W Reeves) 
x 250 Sievers (W G Whitmarsh) v Davidson (T W Nelson) 

© P 251 Crozier (P A Crozier) v London Gen Omnibus Co, limd 

(Harries, W and R) SJ 

Ex 252 Curnick (Yeo and W) v Hendriks (In Person) 

Q B 253 Price (Monckton, L and Co) v Perry (F H Rushton) 

Q B 254 Sewell (Same) v Kemp (G H Carthew) SJ 

C P 255 Paine (J J Merriman) v Harston (In Person) SJ 

C P 256 Barnard (E Newman) v Nelson (J R Chidley) 

Ex 257 Beale (M S Rubenstein) v London, Brighton, and South 

Coast Rail Co (Norton, R and Co) 
C P 258 Frend (Lucas and Coe) v Prier (Digby and L) 
Q B 259 Russell (C Etherington) v De Jaffa (WT Pm 
Ex 260 Huband (E D Lewis) v Flight (Lewis and Sons) 
CP 21 Ceara | oor and Co) v The Crystal Palace Co (H Kim- 
er and Co 
QB 262 White and ors (Woollacott and L) v Henshaw (J H Shakes- 
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‘CP 263 Brewster (Wright, B and W) v French (W H Hughes) 


C P 264 Young and ors (A Young) v Child and ors (J H Waring) 

Ex 265 Hailey (W H Hudson) v Terry (J T Moss 

QB 266 Griffiths and anr (Chorley, Cn and C) v Park (S H Candler) 
Q B 267 Spencer (Same) vy Champness (W J Foster) 

Ex 268 Pratley (Hamlin and G) v Aldred and Wife (T W Payne) 
Ex 269 7 poe (Doyle and Sons) v Stephens (Walker and Co), 


Ex 270 or Cagle, C and H) v South-Eastern Ry Co (W RB Bte- 


CP 271 Dudley (Hicks and A) v Galt she H Hudson) 

QB 272 Williams (V H Labrow) v Buc! a 4 rae Band G) SJ 

Q B 273 Stone (Harrison, B and H) v Webb (Mackeson, T and A) 

CP 274 Bamberger (Noon and C) v Court Ne Rumney) 

Ex 275 Scard (H W Christmas) v Benjamin (J Geaussent' 

© P 276 Webb (Vobbold and W) v Lindsey (Wes, K A and Co) 

CP 277 Heath (Paterson, Sons and G) v Weiss (W G Morris) 

Ex 278 Thompson and anr (Hilleary and T) v Burrows (G B Parker 

Ex 279 “Oo Soi (J M Chamberlain) v Borkwood and anr 

cP se v The Great Eastern Ry Co (C A 

CP 281 Turner (F A Lewty Vane {tH Green and anr yy The Bente 

CP 282 Dunovatv and an and anr mi astern Ry 
‘0 





B 283 Gale (Hudson, M and Co) v Li be 
Q Davies (Ge 2 tend ov pscom! empty 


ton and In 
Barwick oD mand Mv Pad ay and Co) 


x. G Gorton) v Harrison (W Rawlins) 
Dipple te ( W Marsh) v ‘Downton ab anr {8 2 Ratcliff) 

gham (C F pe v Bickley ren, and B 
Bell and Co (RH Wilkin) v Cole (Duncan and Co 
Robinson (J Rexworth: aM sr + Se ) 
Carter (A E Copp) v Harst (J H ar) 
en 9 (Knight and W) v Sarena ta (Sa and Co) 
Creag! We H Benjamin) v Russell (A ) 

5 Kent (Blake and Snow) v Beuzon (A W H a 
296 Roberts (Lewis and Son) v Howell and Wife (Hicks and A) 
297 Guiness and ors (E Andrew) v Henderson wy Person) 
B 298 Thornton and anr (W B Palmer) v Kershaw) 
Ex 299 Hine-Ha; 7s and anr (H Haycock and » v Hoare and 
Wife (1 W Buckler), SJ 
Ex 300 Ough and anr 2 F Parker and Co) v Deakin (In Person) 
CP 301 Chittenden (J Harrison) v Gillett (Kingsford, D and K) 
Ex 302 Leutner 4 E Chandler) v Henwood (In Person) 
Ex 303 Leutner (Same) v Merfield (W H Lane), Com SJ 
Ex 304 Holloway (W T Bo: pn v vane ome and ba 
Ex 305 Kersey (Sandom, King (Brook and C 
Ex 306 Rhodes (Paterson, Son ain B) London and County Bukg 
Co, limd (Harris, W and R), 

QB 307 Davies (A Rutter) v Hoare (hay 7 and T) 
Ex 308 cement (F R Kilvington) v Witenes (C A Jenkins) 
QB 309 Barton (F C Matthews) v Hankey (Abbott J and Co) 
Ex 310 Cowland Bros (Roy and C) v Part and ors (Darley and Y. 
CP 3il 7s (A ae v London Tramways Co, limd (H C 


y, 
312 Hodgson (Brook and C) v Sweet (J Terry) 
313 Ewin (Fitch and F) v Adams (In Person 
314 Shirtliff & C Sherrard) v Head (H B Dunn) 
315 Bullock (T White and Sons) v Monsell (H C Godfray) 
316 Pilbrow wean and Wray) v Vance (C Harcourt) 
317 Tome (F O’Brien) v London Tramways Co (H C God- 


y) 
318 Edwards (W F Morris) v Shearman (Keene and M), SJ 
319 Sherwin (B Bd v Martin (T R Apps), a. webu 
320 Ballard (W R Preston) v Fortescue IG and 
321 Cook (H Oxley) v Tucker (C A Swaine) 
322 Burbidge (Bellamy, S and Co) v Beall (In Person) 
323 Giles (A Wood) v —_ (H T Sidney) 
324 =r * aaa Gex and Co) v Barnes (Mackrell 
and Co 
325 Davis (Dod and L) v Berrill (Robinson, H and C) 
326 a and anr (Prior, B, C, and A) v Sibley (H Tyr- 


re 

327 Sheffield and anr (F Sheffield) v Pearce and ors (GS 
Warmington) 

328 Beale (A G Ditton) v Craddock (Crosse, Sons and R) SJ 

329 Waterman (R R Wicken) v Oliver (Walker and Co) 

330 Lewis ( ee and L) v N Metropolitan Tram Co (H C 


Godfray), S 

331 Whiteley (Cc iM Roche) v Sharpe (J W Talbert) 

332 Same (Same) v Hart (E Farman 

333 Porter (Pawle, F and C) v Dodd (Deane, Chubb and Co) 

334 Wilks (J J Rae) v Walker (Lovell, Son and P) 

335 Kinnaird and ors (Burrows and B) v Pulbroke and ors a 
Wickens) 

336 Munro (Faithful and O) v Hall (J E Hetley) 

337 Glenn (G B Wheeler) v The South-Eastern Ry Co (W R 
Stevens), SJ 

338 — (Cunliffe, Band D) v Smith and ors (Bell, B 
and 

339 Hosford (S M and T B Benson) v Labouchere (Lewis and L) 

340 yen H Rumney) v Nicholson, chairman, &c (Palmer 
and 

341 Neep (C E Abbott) v Mannall (J Holder) 

342 Angus (B H Van Tromp) v Roddan (J Marsh) 
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343 Sans (Same) v Whalley (H B Forbes) 
344 7 and anr (BR L Ratcliffe) v Etherington and Co (E H 


Biggin 
345 Archer (Wright B and W) v Hopkins (Gold and Son) 
346 Jerrom (W H P Pain) v Hitchcock (Sampson) 
347 Charters (F T ree v Slim (W H Hextall) 
348 Martin (H B Rowsall) v Powis (J Fraser) 
349 Sidey 5 Geaussant) v Leggett and anr (Lucas and Co) 
350 =" J Shiers) v The South Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) 


351 Woodbridge (Barton B and Co) v Parks (Wyatt and B) 
352 Tucker (J Hick South Eastern Ry Co (W R Stevens) 
Q B 353 Farrance me - W) v The North Metropolitan 


Co (HC 
Ex 354 Masters hacowty 78 Co) v Weaver (A R Steele) 
QB 355 —,' T J Pullen) v Chatterley Iron Co limd. (Rodgers 


Q B 356 Dorington Trading &c (Courtenay and C) v The Comedy 
Opera Co. limd. (Kimber and Co) 

CP 357 The Sun Permanent penn 7 Building "Society (Digby and 
L)v fe (Digby and T) 

C P 358 Ames ani Wife (Noon and C) v The Great Eastern Ry Co. 
(CA tian! ) SJ 

Ex 359 Moore Bros (J M Green) v Lezard (A Leslie) 

CP 360 = Band W) v Haigh and anr (Learoyd, L 


QB 361 Jacobs (A Harrison) v Wolfe (Emmet and Son) 

Ex 362 Loibl (T A G Powell) v —— (J and R Gole) 

QB 363 Madocks (T D Dutton) v Smyth (Venn and Co) 

Ex 364 a , ee and Pemberton) v Lewis (Paterson, Sons 
CP 365 tows (J L Tomlin) v Sheridan and ors (Harrisons; A P 


erriman ; yard G) 
CP 366 Stanhope Collieries Co, limd (Poole and H) v Yeaden (Doyle 
and Sons) 
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Ex 367 Jarvis (Saxelby and F) v Mansel (Nelson, Son and H), SJ 

© P 368 Woodhouse (Wild, B and W) v Colwell (Wright and L) — 

CP 369 Thompson and Wife (Linklater and Co) v N Metropolitan 
Tram Co (H C Godfray), SJ 

Ex 370 Nugent (Routh, S and Co) v Henshaw (Nash and F) 

Q B 371 Barrow and anr (S M and J B Benson) v Reay (Pritchard, 
Eand 


and Co 

C P 372 Bishop (Mills, L and M) v Tapper and anr (G L Norman) 

QB 373 Callan (G F Bell) v Luschlag (J R Macarthur) 

Q B 374 Fitch and anr (Fitch and F) v Bishop (H M Ody) 

C P 375 Pickford and Co (T Beard and Sons) v London Street Tram 
Co (Ashurst and Co), SJ 

Ex 376 Mac Calloch and anr (Hogan and H) v Poole and Co (W H 
Hargrave) 

Ex 377 Hagger and ors (J Mc Millen) v Batch (West K A and Co) 

Ex 378 Ottley (W Eley) v Robins (Sandon, K and K 

CP 379 Harnett (Digby and T) v Vise and Wife (T S George) 

Q B 380 Hanson (Vallance and V) v The Ecclesiastical Commrs. for 
England (White, B and Co) 

Q B 381 Nanson (Same) v Hill (Chappell and G) 

Q B 382 Same (Same) v Staplay (Same) 

Ex 383 Denny (S J Debenham) v Prentice and anr (Bullen and Co; 
M Bradford) 

Q B 384 Craik and Co (Kynaston and G) v Mellor (Emmett and Son 

C P 385 Goody and anr (W May) v Baynes (Curtis and B) 

Ex 386 Saunders (F Venn and Son) v Beaumont (Freshfields and 
W) com, without jury 

Q B 387 Wilson (S S Seal) v Kilby (G Reader) 

+x 388 Riviere (Dod and L) v Cooper (W Elgood) SJ 

C P 389 Jones and ors (Andrew and W) v Howse (Taylor, H and T) 

CP 390 Smith (Nyeand G) v Harper (Watson, Son and R) 

Ex 891 Jenkins (Remnant, P and G) v De la 'ryme (W R Dent) SJ 

Ex 392 Goodliff (Same) v Taylor (Pattison, W and Co) 

C P 393 Taylor (Trollope and W) v Barnes and anr (Paul and Co) 

© P 394 May (B May) v Pocock (J W Buckler) 

Ex 395 Kino (Terrell and H) v Crowther (La; ton and J) 

Ex 396 Lush ( T R Apps) v Smith (J Andrews) 

C P 397 Brown (W Maynard) v Key (S Mayhe) 

CP 398 Marshall (W Horsley) v Mortlock (W {"'.earman) 

Ex 399 Alcock (G H Hall) v Uwins (Stacpoole ind Sons) 

ix 400 Sheldrick (Same) v Taylor (W Evans) 

CP 401 Purcell and anr (W T Elliott) v Norman (Digby and L) 

Ex 402 Bruff (C W Doda) v Williamson (Clow: :, H and 8) 

Ex 403 Marley (C Fitch) v Palmer (G E Smitl:) 

Q B 404 Hoch (J Neal) v Boor (Tilson and B Ju :es) 8J 

Q B 405 Balgooley Distillery Co limd (F Heritag : and Co) v Wallace 
(F M Harvey) SJ 

C P 406 Jordan (H H Ede) v Kelsey (Gush and P?) 

Ex 407 Webling (WJ Foster) v Brown (Hickli and W) 

CP 408 Jordan (H H Ede) v Governor and Cu of the New River 

(Thompson and D) 

Ex 409 Stoer and anr (E Pope) v Burnup (G and W Webb) 

Chy 410 Jones (Crook and 8) v Baxter and ors (Bell B, and G) 

C P 411 De Angioli (Turner and Son) v Bowm:n and anr (Prior, B 


Cand A 

CP 412 Bolitho and Sons (R W Childs and Lb) v Grepe and anr 
(Park, Nelson and Co ; Crowder, Vizird and Co 

C P 413 Weiner (H W Mackreth) v Walter (H H Wells) 

Ex 414 = (White, B and W) v Cave and anr (Field, R and Co) 


Sy 
© P 415 Kelson (Cronin and R) v Queensberr.’ (King and M) SJ 
CP 416 Guildhall Permanent Building Societ;- (Nye and G) v Letts 


(F A Foster) 
QB 417 Locker (C F Emmott) v Land S-Western Railway Co (M 


H Hall) 
Ex 418 Holland (F R Coote) vy Lewis and Co (G J and P Vander- 


pump) 
QB 419 Callow (J R Macarthur) v Oetzman and ors (Dod and L) 
Q B 420 Wooton (Monckton, L and Co) v Wood (F. T. Rushton) 
Ex 421 Walton (Ingle,C and H) v Tucker, Jury and Co (Lumley 


and L) 
CP 422 Watson (T R Watson) v Phillips, extx and ors (J C Cox; 
Wontner and Sons) 
CP 423 Heath (Ingoldby and B) v Willing and anr (Lewis and L) 
CP 424 yor — &c (Rodgers and C) v Norman (Street, Son 
an 
425 Benjamin ( M § Rubenstein) v Brittlebank (Satchell and C) 
426 Levy (J Hills) v Civil Service and General Bread &c, Supply 
Association, limd (Chinnery and Co) 
427 Retch and ors fBeme) v Same (Same) 
428 Killingsworth (Plunkett) v Brooks, junr, and anr (Miller 


and W) 

Ex 429 Swabe (J M Maddox) v Butler (Crowder and Co) 

C P 430 Edwards ( Smith, D and Co) v Morris ( C E Abbott) 

Ex 431 Bell, extrix (E Kennedy) v Luff (H Smith 

Ex_ 432 Merricks (Kennedy H and K) vy Nash (R K Bartlett) 

C P 433 Muller (T C Russel) v Huskisson (Young and Son) 

C P 434 Forder (F C James) vy Aldous (H A Lovett and Co) 

Ex 435 Buttress and Wife (W Brewer) v Taylor (J Croft; 

Q B 436 Morrell (J and M Pontifex) vy Oldershaw and Son (In Per- 
8 


on) 
QB 437 Nanson ( Vallance and V) v H E Hill (Chappell and G) 
C P 438 Graham (L A Wenn) v Helmore (A Derry 
Ex 439 Van Tenac (Sandom, K and K) v Sheppard (Podmore 


and H) 
CP 440 Kaye (J C Stogdon) vy London and Westminster Bank 
(Traves, S and Co) 
QB 441 Keliond (Ravenscroft, H and W) v Biggs (G Godfrey) 
(To be continued.) 
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At the opening of the courts in Dublin on the 15th inst. 
a marble statue of the late Lord Chief Justice Whiteside, 
by Woolner, was unveiled. The Chief Justice is represented 
not in his judicial robes but in plain morning dress, and 
stands as if addressing the House of Commons. 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
April 22, 1880. : 
GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 984 Annuitias, April, 85, 9 
Ditto for Acrount, 984 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do. 3 per Cent, Reduced, 97 Ex Bills, #1000, 24 per Ct.2 dis 
New 3 per Canb., 97 Ditto, £500, Do, 2 dis 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan, ’94 Ditto, 2100 & £260, 2 dis 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stock, 273 
Annuities Jan. ’80 Ditte for Account. 





RAILWAY STOOK, 
















































Railways. Paid. Closing Price 

Stock|Caledonian ... 100 1124 
Stock |Glasgow and South-Western .....e.cccccceeeeeeee| 100 106 
Stock |Great Eastern Ordinary Stock seescosssssseeees| 100 634 
Stock |Great Northern ...... 100 128 
Stock} Do., A Stock*.., ~~ 100 128 
Stock |Great Southern and Western of Ireland ,.,....| 100 -_ 
Stock Great Western—Original sescoccscsecereserseeee| 100 123 
Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire ........see 135 
Stock |London, Brighton, and South Coast ss... 41 
Stock |London, Chatham, and Dover ssusecseserseere| 100 34 
Stock London and North-Western .... 100 | 162 
Stock |London and South Western  s.sscserees eee| 100 | 140 
Stock Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln sss] 100 93 
Stock |Metropolitan ...0 100 125 
Stock! Do., District ue 83 
Stock |Midland a 
Stock |North British 7 
Stock |North Eastern 1613 
Stock |North London 180 
Stock |North Staffordshire ssssseecesessenrsresecsessseee] 100 89 
Stock |South Devon 100 - 
Stock South-Eastern «| 100 135 

















* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 

. BIRTHS. 

HEATHFIELD.—April 19, at the Poplar, St. George’s-square, 
Regent’s-park, the wife of W. H. Heathfield, solicitor, of a 


son. 
LatHAM.—March 20, at St. Vincents, Bombay, the wife of 
F. L. Latham, barris'er-at-law, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE, 
FrerNELL—Porter.—April 13, at Sheffield, Henry George 
Tudor Fernell, M.A., solicitor, Sheffield, to Edith, daughter of 
the late John Taylor roe, i 


THS, 
Krnyon.—April 17, at Pradoe, West Felton, Shropshire, John 


Robert Kenyon, Q.C., aged 73. 
Wiac.— April 21, at No. 32, Westgate-street, South 


Kensington, Smith Spencer Wigg, barrister-at-law. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


as 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, April 16, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Boot, Alfred, Old Bailey, Printer. Pet Apr13, Murray. Apr 30 at 
ll 
Harry, William, Barretta st, Manchester-sq, Dairyman. Pet Apr 14. 
Brougham, May 4 at 11 
Harvey, Isaac, Wornington gdns, North Kensington, out of business. 
Pet Apr 14, Brougham. Apr 27 at 11 
Tanner, Jonathan, Hatcham pk rd, New Cross, out of business. Pet- 
Apr 14. Brougham. May 5 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Banner, Edward R__, Liverpool, Chemist, Pet Apr 12, Bellringer. 
Liverpool, Apr 28 at 12 : 
Brooks, Richard, Andover, Southampton, Farmer, Pet Apr12, Wil- 

son, ra ramen Apr 29 at 11.30 
Evans, William Richard, Mostyn, Flintshire, Corn Miller. Pet Apr 13. 
Fletcher. Chester, May 3 at 2 
Holtrooke, Georgina, Llandudno, Carnarvon. Pet Apr 14. Jones. 
Bangor, Apr 30 at 2 
Tvuespay, Apr. 20, 1880. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bothamley, Clement, Edenbridge, Kent, Farmer. Pet Apr,17. Cripps- 
Tunbridge Wells, May 3 at 3 
Capstick, Anthony, Chorlton-upon-Medlock, Manchester, Butcher. 
et Apr 15. Lister. Manchester, May 3 at 12 
Chagouri, Joseph OC =, Manchester, Merchant. Pet Apr15. Lister. 





Manchester, May 7 at 12 
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Cooper, William, Rochester, Kent, Lay Clerk. Pet Apr 16. Hayward. 
Rochester, May 3 at 2 

Evans, Robert. Stanley, Derby, of no occupation. Pet Apr 10. 
Weller. Derby, May 5 at 12 

Hayward, Frederick, and Erne:t Charles Doyle, Selwood terrace, 
Fulham rd, Stationers. Pet Apr 14. Ruston. Brentford, May 4 


at3 

Hewitt, William Lacey, Gorleston, Suffolk, Blacksmith. Pet Apr 16, 
Worlledge. Gt Yarmouth, May 5 atil 

Johnson, Edward, Hurworth-on-Tees, Durham, Plumber. Pet Apr 15. 
Crosby. Stockton-on-Tees, May 6 at 3 

Paine, Plowman John, Bury St Edmunds, Music Seller. Pet Apr 17. 
Collins. Bury St Edmunds, May 3 at 2 

Wilkin, William Lewis, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Butcher. Pet Apr 16, 
Partridge. King’s Lynn, May 6 at 11 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Apr 16, 1880. 
Pinnick, Thomas, Southampton, Butcher. Mar 23 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fripay, April 16, 1880. 

Bailey, John William Benton, Boston, Lincoln, Filter Maker, Apr 27 
at 1 at offices of Bailes, Church lane, Boston 

Bartholomew, Samuel, Boughton Monchelsea, Kent, Farmer. Apr 29 
at 12 at offices of Beale and Co, King st, Maidstone 

Baxter, William, Leicester, Buider. May 3 at 3 at offices of Wright 
and Hincks, Belvoir st, Leicester 

Beards, William, Wolverhampton, Tin Plate Worker. Apr 30 at 11 at 
Star and Garter Hotel, Victoria st, Wolverhampton, James, Bilston 

Beer, Henry, Goldsmith’s row, Hackney, Provision Dealer. Apr 24 at 
10 at Ridl-rs Hotel, High Holborn 

Bellwocd, Charles Henry, Castleford, York, Grocer. Apr 28 at 12 at 
Griffin Hotel, Boar !ane, Leeds, Bradley, jun, Castleford 

Bolder, Charles, Weelsby, Lincoln, Draper. Apr 23 at3 at 8, York st, 
Manchester, Grange and Wintringham, Gt Grimsby 

Bradshaw, George John, Stoke-upon-Trent, Potter, Apr 24 at 10 at 
Ashmall, Albion st, Haniey 

Broadbent, Edward, Manchester, Painter. Apr 30 at 3 at offices of 
Tremewan, Ward’s buildings, Deansgate, Manchester 

Brown, George, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Seedsman. Apr 30 at 
8 at offices of Batting, Church sq, High Wycombe 

Bryan, Samuel, Newport, Monmouth, Tobacconist. May 4 at 2 at 
offices of Ruddle and Brown, High Holborn 

Burgess, Henry, Adderley Green, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 27 at 11 at 
offices of Welch, Caroline st, Longton 

Burland, Thomas, Billingsgate Market, Fish Salesman. Apr 28 at3 
at offices of Ley and Brocklesby, Water lane, Great Tower st 

Butteriss, Charles, Leicester, Builder, May 3 at 12 at offices of Fowler 
and Co, Grey Friar chambers, Friar lane, Leicester 

Carson, James, Manchester, Wholesale Jeweller. Apr 30 at 12 at 
the Inns of Court Hotel, Holborn. Sampson, Manchester 

Catherall, David Ralph, Great Berkhampsted, Hertford, of no occupa- 
tion. Apr 30 at 11.30, at offices of Kuilock and Penny, Great Berk- 
hamstead 

Cnilds, Mary Ann, Barnsbury rd, Islington, out of busine2s. Apr 30 at 
3 at 390, City rd, Islington. Popham, Vincent ter, I-lington 

Clegg, Louise Marie, Coverdale rd, Shepherd’s Bush, of no occupation. 
May 6 at 2 at offices of Tilsley, Abchurch yd 

Coates, William, Stoke-upon-Trent, Decorator of Earthenware, Apr 
27 at 11 at the Saracen’s Hesd, Hanley. Stevenson, Hanley 

Craven, George, Birmingham, Hosier. Apr 29 at 3 at offices of Wright 
and Marshall, New st, Birmingham 

Cuff, George, Leicester, Cabinet Maker. Apr 29 at 3 at offices of 
Los: by and Co, Market pl, Leicester 

Davidson, Charles Benson Vale, Goswell rd, St Luke’s, Hardware 
Merchant, May 6 at 3 at offices of Tibbitts, Field ct, Gray’s inn 

Dean, Henry, Forebridge, Stafford, Butcher. Apr 28 at 11 at offices of 
Bowen, Martin st, Stufford 

Downs, James, Ashton-under-Lyne, Grocer. May 3 at1l at offices of 
Creditors’ Association, Hanging Ditch, Manchester, Addleshaw and 
Warburton, Manchester 

Draper, William, Regent st. Restaurant Keeper. May 5 at 2 at the 
Inns of Court Hotel, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Hetley, Bedford row 

Emms, Joshua, Camberwell rd, Watchmaker. Apr 24 at 12 at Ander- 
ton's Hotel, Fleet st 

Foster, James, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. Apr 26 at 11 at offices 
of Von Dommer, Pilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

French, John, East Grinstead, Sussex, Baker. Apr 28 at 4 atthe 
Fox Hotel, Three Bridges. Stone and Simpson, Tunbridge Wells 

Gardner, Thomas, Abergavenny, Monmouth, Beerhouse Keeper. Apr 
29 at 3 at offices of Browne, Lion st, Abergavenny 

Goddard, George, Handley, Dorset, Farmer. May | at 3 at offices of 
Rutter, Shafiesbary 

Goodwin, Charles, Dresden, Stafford, Grocer. Apr 20 at 11.30 at offices 
of Robinson, King st, Longton 

Green, Rosetta, and Moreton Jacob Green, Houndsditch, Clothiers. 
Apr 28 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Harris and Godwin, 
Moorgate st 

Greening, Daniel, Brighton, Toy Dealer. May 4 at 3.30 at offices of Nye 
and Greenwood, Serjeants’-inn, Fleetst. Nye, Brighton. 

Guerrier, Luke Dawson, Avenue A, Central Meat Market, Meat Sales- 
man. Apr 29 at 1 at offices of Pearce and and Sons, Glltspur st 

Harkins, Edward, and James Harkins, Dudley, Worcester , Grocers. 
Apr 28 at 11 at offices of Stokes and Harper, Priory st, Dudley 

Hart, William, Bilston, Stafford, Baker. May | at 11 at the Pipe Hall 
Hotel, Hall st, Bilston. Fellows, Bilston 
artness, Hector, Liverpool, Boot Maker. Apr 29 at 2 at offices of 
Davies, The Temple, Dale st, Liverpool 

Hastwell, George, Liverpool. Coal Merchant. Apr 28 at 12 at offices of 
Carruthers, Lord st, Liverpool 

Hay, John, St Thomas’s passage, Well st, Hackney, Accountant. Apr 
24 at 2 at the London Bridge Tavern, London Bridge. Mortimer, 


Coleman st 
Hazell, Thomas Hudson, Thorohill road, Barnsbury, Job Master. Apr 
28 at 3 at offices of Boydell, Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 





Herdman, Edward, Durham, Innkeeper. May 3 at 11 at offices of” 
Chapman, Market pl. Durham 

Hill, George Nathaniel, Northampton, Builder. Apr 27 at 3 at officess 
of Becke, Derngate, Northampton 

Hopkins, John Musham, Leeds, Grocer. Apr 29 at 4 at the Commer— 
cial Hotel, Albion st, Leeds, Wooler, Batley 

Humphreys, John, Rochester, Kent, Boat Builder. Apr 28 at 12 at 
the Bridge Hotel, Strood. Gibson, Sittingbourne 

Hunt, James, Young st, Kensington sq, Carver. Apr 24at 11 at Rid~ 
ler’s Hotel, Holborn. Hope, Bell yard, Royal Courts 


Jones, John Griffith, Whitland, Carmarthen, Grocer. Apr 29 at 1 at 
offices of Lloyd, King st, Carmarthen 
Jones, Walter, Treorky, Glamorgan, Draper. Apr 30 at 12 at offices. 
of Beddoe, Merthyr Tydfil 
Kendall, Rev Francis, Worthen, Salop, Clerk in Holy Orders, May 5 
at 12 at George Hotel, Shrewsbury. Newill, Bishop’s Castle 
Kirkpatrick, Tuomas, Manchester, Dentist, Apr 30 at 3 at offices of 
Tucker, York st, Manchester 
Lane, Henry, Bedford, Watchmaker. Apr 30 at 11 at offices of Porter, 
Corn Exchange, Bedford 
Learo)d, Michael, Shipley. York, Grocer, Apr 28 at 10.30 at offices of 
Hutchinson, Piccadilly Chambers, Piccadilly, Bradford 
Le Pia, George Tai'es, Burwell, Cambridge, Grocer. Apr 26 at 12 az 
offices of Ellison and Co, Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
Mannings, Tom Fay, Bristol, Refreshment House Keeper. Apr 28 at~ 
12 at offices of Beckingham, Albion Chamber¢, Broad st, Bristol 
Meacock, John Samuel, Werter terrace, Camberwell, of no occupation~ 
Apr 29 at 2 at offices of Irwin and Nash, Gray’s inn sq 
Meyrick, James, Wolverbampton, Tailor. Apr 27 at Il at offices of* 
Ratcliffe, Darlington st, Wolverhampton 
Moore, James, Castleford, York, Uraper. Apr 28 at 2 at Griffin Hotel, 
Boar lane, Leeds. Bradley, jun, Castleford 
Parker, Robert, Todmorden, Lancaster, Licensed Victualler. May 4 
. 3 at Dog and Partridge Hotel, Fennel st, Manchester. Sykes, 
acup 
Persins, Joseph William, Griffithtown, nr Pontypool, Boot and Shoe 
Maker. Apr 29 at 1 at Royal Talbot Hotel, Victoria st, Bristol. Mor-- 
gan, Pontypool 
Phillipps, David Griffith, Longhor, Glamorgan, Grocer. Apr 29 at 2 at. 
Mackworth Hotel, Swansea. Bishop, Llandilo 
Pott, William, New Mills, Derby, Grocer. May4at3 at Clarence. 
Hotel, Piccadilly, Manchester, Broadsmith 
Power, Joht, Lincoln, Baker. Apr 27 at 2 at offices of Durance, Miat 
lane 
Probert, William, Crewe, Chester, Licensed Victualler. Apr 28 af 2 at 
offices of Warbuston, Nantwich rd, Crewe 
Radcliffe, Alfred Henry, Upper st, Isington, Fancy Jeweller, Apr 26 
at 2 at offices of Antill, Ironmoager lone, Ch-apside 
Relfe, Henry, Wormwood st, Bishopsgate, Perfumer. Apr 29 at 3 at: 
offices of Brown & Co, John st, Bedford row 
Rhoades, George Weilington, and Ernest De Witt, Mare st, Hackney, 
Cabinet Manufacturers, Apr 27 at 3 at officasof Procktar & Audrews, 
Princes st, Spitalfields 
Roberts, Hugh, Upper Llandwrog, Carnarvon, Stonemason. Apr 19 at 
2 at offices of Jones and Roberts, Charch st, Carnarvon 
Sadler, John, Robert, Ravenscroft st, Bethnal green, Saw Mills Pro- 
prietor. May 3 at 3 at at offices of Goatley, Westminster Bridge rd 
Salmon, John, Preston, Lancashire, Shoemaker. Apr 28 at 11 at offices: 
of Blackhurst, Fox st, Preston 
Sandland, John Arthur, Widnes, Lancashire, Draver. Apr 29 at 3 at 
offices of Riley and Cook, Hardshaw st, St Helen’s 
Schofield, Valentine, Saiford, Lancashire, Bricklayer. May 4 at 11 at 
offices of Woolley, South King st, Manchesier 
Shakespeare, Samuel, Newton R-gis, Warwick, Butcher. Apr 30 at3 
at offices of Nevill and Atkins, Colehill, Tamworth 
Shaw, Samuel, Ludworth, Derby, Leather Dealer, Apr 30 at 3 at offices 
of Smith, Hyde lane, Hyde : 
Shilvock, Emmanuel, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Nail Maker. Apr 24 at 
11 at offices of Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-uader-Lyme 
Smith, Charlies, Padsey, York, Stuff Manufacturer. Apr 29 at 11 at 
offices of Killick ond Co, Commercial Bank buildings, Bradford 
Smith, Frederick Fleming, Darlinzton, Duruam, Grocer. Apr 28 at- 
2.30 at the Queen’s Hotel, Leeds. Steavenson and Meck 
Smith, William, Westleigh, Lancashire, Brick Manafacturer. Apr 30 
at : at the Minorca Hotel, Market place, Wigan, Rutter and Finney, 
Bolton 
Stanwix, Peter, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Innkeeper. Apr 28 at 2 
at offices o! Hoyle and Co, Collingwood st, Newcast'e-upon-Tyne 
Stitt, Robert, Bacup, Lancashire, Jute Carpet Printer. Apr 30 at 11 at. 
—- of Briddon, Chancery lane, Pall Mail, Manchester. Bryan, 
indley 
Sutcliffe, John, Denmark hill, Camberwe!l, Surgeon. Apr 30 at 2 at 
Ashley Hotel, Henrietta-st, Covent Garden. Button and Co, Hen-. 
rietta st 
Taylor, Edward Camden, Birmingham, Tobacconist. May 4 at 3a 
ottices of Rowlands and Co, Celmore row, Birmingham 
Taylor, Elias, and Charles North, Whittington Moor, Derby, Grocers. 
— = at 11 at offices of Jones and Middleton, Gluman gate, Ches-- 
terfield 
Taylor, Josiah Joho Brain, and Sydney William Taylor, Bristol, 
ee Apr 27 at 11 at offices of Gwynn and Co, All Saints ct,. 
Bristo 
Teale, John, Denmark grove, Islington, Builder. Apr 29 at 2 at the 
Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ Avenue, Basingha'l st. Rumney, 
Walbrook 
Thirkeil, William Henry, Eastborne, Sussex, Grocer. Apr 28 at3a 
otces of Lamb and Evett, Ship st, Brighton 
Umbers, Henry, Birminyham, Licensed Victualler. Apr 29 at 2.30 
at offices of Barber, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Vernon, Thomas, Shenstone, Stafford, Farmer. Apr 28 at 12 at the 
Swan Hotel, Dichfield. Davis, Birmingham 
Welham, Abraham Syer,and John Newman Sparrow, Kingsland rd,. 
Drapers. Apr 29 at 12 at offices of Elwes and Sharpe, Furnival’s 
ino, Holborn 
Widders, Samuel, Boston st, Hackney rd, Wheelwright. May 3 at 3 
. oo of Mogg, Shoredith High{st. Noon and Clarse, Blom-- 
eld s 
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“Wilkin, Charles Wright, Vicars rd, Kentish Town, Engineer’s 
Draughtsman, Apr 27 at 3 at offices of Cooper, Chancery lane 
Williams, David Thomas, Cwmamman, Carmarthen, Grocer, Avr 22 
at 2 at Cameron Arms Hotel, High st, Swansea, Tennant and Jones, 
Aberavon 
Wreghitt, Thomas Delton, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Apr 23 
at 3 at Mitre Hote), Cathedral yard, Manchester. Haslam, Man- 
chester 
Yates, William, Brondesbury terrace, Kilburn, Butcher. Apr 30 at 3 
at offices of Smith, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Tuespay, Apr 20, 1880. 


Abrahams, Isaiah, City rd, Lead Merchant. May 12at2 at offices of 
Goldberg ond Langdon, West st, Fin-bury cireus 

Bailey, Charles, Manchster, Auctioneer. May 7 at 11 at 5, Norfolk st, 
Manchester. Parker 

Baldwin, Sarah, Stowe, Sa'op, Mil'er. May 4 at 11 at Angel Hotel, 
Ludlow. Sturt, Irormonger tane 

Baldwin, William, and Charles Baldwin, Knighton, Radnor, Grocers. 
May 4 at 11.30 at Angel Hotel, Ludlow. Sturt, Ironmonger lane 

Banks, Solomon William, Manchesier, Innkeeper. May 10 at 3 at 
Mire Hote!, Cathedra! steps, Manchester. Whitworth, Manchester 

Barthelomew, Charles, Sevenoaks Weald, Kent, Farmer. May 5 at 11 
at (flices of Burton, Dyott terrace, Turbridge Wells 

Bateman, J: ha Shifoal, Salop, Buiider, Apr 30 at 3 at offices of 
Phillips and C», Shifnal 

Bedford, Alfred Edward, New North rd, Islington, Carver. 
12 at Lrd Napier Tavern, Londen Fields, Hackney. 
Pancras lane, Queen V ctoria s: 

Bell, Thomas, Workington, Pig Dealer. 
Paisl y, Bridge st, Workington 

Berry, James,*B:adford, out of business. May 1 at 10 at offices of 
Atk nson, Kooth st, Bradford. Last and Betts, Bradford 

Boulton, J‘ hn Elbraugh, Wroughton, Wilts, Farmer. Apr 30 at 11 at 
offices of Kinneir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 

Bowyer, Th mas, I-le Brewers, Somerset, Miller, 
offices of Paul, Court Barton, Iimiuster 

Brice, Willi: m, Cherit n, Fitzpsine, Devon, Farmer. May 8 at 2 at 
Smith and Co, Crediton, Devon 

Brooker, Thomas, South Norwood, Svrrey, Pork Butcher. Mav 1 at 3 
at the Green Dragon Hotel, High st, Croydon, Denis, Croydon 

Brown, Luke Bell, Alnwick, Nor.bumberland. May 3 at 11 a offices of 
Holmes and Robson, Bilgrim st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 


Conucn, George Whi'ty, Keinton, Mandeville, Somerset, Cattle Dealer. 
Moy 1 »t 2 at offices of Hobbs, ChamBerlain st, We ls 

Charles, Jos-ph, O>westry, Salop, Coal Merchant. Apr 26 at 11 at 
cflices of Clark and Sons, Swan hil!, Shrewsbury 

Cocks, Wil] am, Shepperton. Bosten, Lincoln, Glass and China Dealer. 
Muy 1 at 11 at offices of Rica and Co, Main Ridge, boston 

Ccbban, George, Scarborough. York, Draper. Apr 29 at 3 at 8, York 
st, Manchester. Richardson, Scarborough 

Cohen, Samuel, Leicester, Auciioneer. May 3 at 3 at offices of Loseby 
and Co, Mo1ket pi, Leicester 

Cock, Thomas, Northampton, Solicitor. May 8 at 1 at the Angel 
Hotel, Bridge st, Northampton. Roscoe and Co, King st, Finsbury 
q 


Apr 29 at 
Harrison, 


May 1 at 11 at offices of 


Apr 30 at 11 at 


8 
Cornish, Henry, and Fiederick Cornish, Exeter, Bakers. Apr 30 at 


3.30 at the Castile Hotel, Cvetie st, Exeter, Froud, Exeter 
Coster, Thomas Richerd, Church 1d, Acton, Corn Chandler. Apr 29 
at 1 at offices of Hayre-, Grecian chambers, Devereux ct, Temple 
Cox, William Henry, Birmirgham, Barman, May 1 at 11 at Acorn 
Hotel, Temple st, birmingham. Rooinson and Sen, Birmingham 
Crawford, Ralph, Lysdon, Northumberland, Farmer. May 3 at 1 at 
offices of Siduey and Son, Bridge st, Blyth 
Daniels, Joseph, Stroud, Gloucester, Provision Merchant, May 2 at 4 
at Gloucester Hotel, Gloucester. Jackson, Stroud 
Davis, Alfied Sidney, Bournemouth, Hants, Hosier. May 10 at 3 at 
offices: f Boyce and Ridley. Brock st, Bond st 
Dean, John, Salf. rd, Lancaster, Pork Butcher. 
of Hill, St Ann’s sq, Manchester 
Englefield, Edward, and William Ford Mann, Hatton gardens, Whole- 
sale Jeweliers, Apr 30 at 2 at offices of Dubois, Serjeant’s inn, 
Chancery lane. Johnson, Fenchurch st 
Everard, Eliza Ann, George Evera'd, and Jamas Everard, Water !ane, 
Lightermen. Apr 29 at 3 at offices of Farnfield, Lower Thames st 
Garlard, Henry James, Finborough rd, West Brompton, Baker, Apr 
30 at 3 atcfiices cf Robinson, King st, Snow hil 
Graefe, William, Bolsover st, G: Portiand st, Cabinet Maker. 
at! at «ffices of Picard, St James’s st, Piccadilly 
Green, J: hn, Loggerheads, Stafford, Huckster. May 1 at 11 at offices 
ot Griffith, Lad lane, Newcastle-under-Lyme 
Grief, George James Horth, Gt Yarmouth, Smack Owner, May 6 at 11 
at offces of Foot, Gt Yarmouth 
Griffiths, Lewis Jones, Cheetham, Lancaster, Builder. May 5 at 12 at 
oflices of Blakeway, Deansgate, Manchester, 
Harper, James, Acton Trussell, Staffird, Timber Dealer. Apr 30 at 11 
at offices of Hend and Co, Martin st, Stafford 
Harris, Henry Inkzon, Bristol, Gold and Silver Smith. Apr 20 at 12 
at offices of Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 
Haward, Searle Edward, and Albert Haward, O!d Quebec st, Portman 
sq, Builders. May 3 at 2 at Law Institution, Chancery lane, Rogers 
and Co, Westminster chambers, Victoria st 
Haywood, Charles, Sparkbrvok, Worcester, Baker.May 3 at Il at offices 
of James Sem) le st, Birmingham 
Hefford, Wiilum Michael, Little Bowien, Nerthampton, Carpenter. 
May 5 at )1 at offices of Cave, Sheep Market, Market Harborough 
Herring. Xobert, Henley-in-Arden, Warwick, Draper. May 7 at 11 at 
offices of Pain and Hawtin, bridge st, Banvury 
Hewson, Rchard, | siryccates, York, Fish Curer. May! at 12 at 
White Hart Hctel, Silver st, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Hinder, Wiliam, Wroughton, Wilts, Baker. May 3 at 10 at offices of 
Boodle, Albion bui'dings, New Swmdon 
Hood, Walter, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Ironmonger. May 3 at 11 
at offices «f Sar ders n, Church st, Warwick 
Hopkins, Arthur, Exeier, Confectioner. May 3 at 10.30 at offices of 
southcoit, Post Office st, Bediord circus, Exeter, Hartnoll 


Apr 30 at 3 at offices 


Apr 29 





Horrocks, Thomas, Elton, Lancaster, Cattle Dealer, May 1 at 11 at 
offices of Haslam, Market st, Bury , 
Horsey, Robert, Bournemouth, Hants, Builder. May & at 3 at 2, West- 
over Villas, Bournemouth, Aldridge — 
Hosley , Williom, Dewsbury, York, Carrier. Apr 29 at 11 at offices of 
Shaw, Bond st, Dewsbury 

Inge, Augustus Gladwin Churchill, Knapton, York, Farmer. May8 at 
11 at offices of Anderson, S:onegate, York 

Jackson, John Norman, Ripley, Derby, Joiner. May 5 at 1 1 at offices of 
Williams, Clinton st, Nottingham 

Jeremy, Thomas, Shirenewton, 
May 5 at 12 at the Horn Hotel, Chepstow. 


Monmorth, Beerhouse Keeper. 
: Tomlinson, New port, 


Mon 

Jones, George James, Brietol, Hardwareman. Apr 30 at 11 at offices 
of Parsone, Queen Victoria buildings, High st. Clifton and Carter, 
Bristol 

Jones, Thomas Hugh, Ruthin, Denbigh, Gas Fitter. May 4 at lat the 
Queen’s Hotel, Chester. Lloyd and Roberts, Ruthin 

Jones, William, Machynlleth, Montgomery, Boot and Shoe Maker. 
Apr 29 at 1 at the Lion Hotel, Dolgelly. Roberts, Portmadoc 

Julian, William, Kingston-upon-Hull, Solicitor. Apr 26 at 11 at offices 
of Eaton, Manor House chambers, Broadley st, Kingston-upon- 
Hull 

Lambert, Edward Hewltt, Birmingham, Grocer, Apr 30 at 11 at offices 
of Turner, Temple row, Birmingiam 

Lavender, Charles, Eastcote, near Pinner, Farmer. May 3 at 3 at 
the George Inn, Uxbridge. Ph lp, Hayes 

Lord, Abraham, Healey, nr Rochdale, Licensed Victualler. May 4at 
2.30 at offices of Brierley, Butt’. avenue, Rochdale 

Lovegrove, Alexander Henry, M.idenheid, Berks, Grocer. May 5 at 3 
at offlves of Bendall, High st, Maidenh-ad 

Mare, Richard, Granby st, Hampstead rd, Oil and Colourman, May 7 
at 2 at offices of Brighten and Co, Bi-hopsgate st Without 

Marsden, John, Morpeth, Northunberlond, Brush Manufacturer. May 
3 at 3 at offices of Nicholson, Brid ge st, Morpetn 

Moody, George, Kingston-up n-Hull, Draper, May 3 at 3 at offices of 
Pickering, Parliament st, King stun-upon-Hull. Stead and Sibree, 
Kingston-upon-Hul: 
Newton, Edward Tippet, Camborns, Cornwall, Watchmaker, May 3 
at 12 at offices of Danie!l, Chapel st, Camborne 
Norledge, Edward, Gt Grimsby, Lincoln, Tailor. Apr 30 at 2.30 at 
White Hart Hoiel, Retford. Grange aud Wintringham, Gt Grimsby 

Offn, John, Folkestone, Kent, Bricklayer, May 3 at 12,30 at Rose 
Hotel, Folkstone. Mowill, Dover : . 

O'Reilly, Walter Philip, Cow cross st, Smitnfield, Scientific Toy Manu- 
facturer. May 6 at 2 at ottices of Gort mn, Bedford row 

Palmer, Willian Edwards, Wor cester, Boot ana Shoe Maker, May 3 
at 11 at offices of Tree and Sou, High st, Worcester 

Powell, John, Kington, Hereford, Butcher. May 1 at 11 at Talbot 
Hotel, Leominster. Payter, Kington 

Richings, Albert, Wcoton-under-Edge, Gloucester, out of business. 
Apr 30 at 2.30 at Royal Ouk Inn, Wootton-under-Edge, Waterhouse, 
Bristol 

Rodman, George, Bristol, Cabinet Maker, May 5 at2ato flices of 
Plummer and Parry, Bristol chamber-, Nicholas st, Bristol 

Roebuck, William Richardson, Vict r.a Hotel, Euston rd, Ma nager of 
a Mine. Apr 30 at 2 at offices of Uurraut, Guildhall chamb ers, Ba- 
singhall st 

Rogers, William Henry, Bristol, out of business. May 8 at 1 at offices 
of Sivly, Exchange st, West 

Rookes, Henry, Liandilo, Carmarthen, Schoolmaster. Apr 24 at offices 
of Edwardes, High st, Lampeter 

Sadler, Herbert, Blim neham, out of business. Apr 28 at 3 at offices 
of Parry, Bennett's hill, Birmingham 

Scott, William John, Bristo), Plasterer. May 3 at 2 at offices of 
Sibly, Exchange West, Bristol 

Seldon, John, Barnstaple, Devon, Dairyman, May 1 at 12 at offices of 
Chanter and Co, Bridg~ hall chambers, Barnstaple 

Sharp, William Henry, Chatsworth rd, Clapton park, Watchmaker. 
Apr 30 at 3 at the Law Institution, Chancery lane. Kisch and Co, 
Chaneery lane 

Snaith, Toomas, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Shoemaker. May 4 at3 at 
offices of McKelvie, Sandhils lane, Whitehaven 

Snow, William, Gorleston, Suffolk, Smack ('wner, May 3 at 11 at 
offices of Clarke, Regent st, Great Yarmouth 

Spiers, William, and Wiliam Henry Vernon, Leicester, Engineers. 
May 10 at 11 a: offices of Mackennal, Horsefair st, Leicester. James, 
Belvoir st, Leicester 

Steele, Samuel, Stretford, Lancashire, Commission Agent. May 5 at 3 
at oftices of McEwen, Lioyd st, Manchester 

Stott, William, Rochdale, Laucasiure, Solicitor. May 5at 11 at the 
Wellington Hotel, Rochdale, Stanaring and Taylor, Rochdale 

Swete, Richard Warren, Poulury, Gentleman. May 6 at 10 at offices 
of Patience, Gracechorch st 

Vass, George, Liverpool, Draper. Mey 7 at 3 at offices of Lowe, 
Mount pleasant, Liverpool 

Ville, Henry A'exander de Lossy de Ville, Wells rd, Regent’s Park, 
Commission Wive Agent. May 5at 3 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Warner, Jobn, Leamington, Hastings, Warwick, Farmer. Apr 28 at 3 
at offices of Wood, Sotham 

Warren, William Ryle, Salford, Lancaster, Beerseller. May4at 3 at 
Dog and Partridge Botel, Uorporation st, Macchester. Haslam, 
Manchester 

Wearing, George Briggs, Ulverston, Lancaster, Draper, May 4 at 2.30 
at Temperance Hall, Cavendish st, Ulverston, Poole, Ulverston 

Webster, Benjamin, Crowle, Lincoln, Farmer, May 4 at 3 at the 
Lowther Hoiel, Goole’ Hind and Everatt, Goole 

William, Frances Mary, Liverpool, Restaurant Keeper, May 4 at 3 at 
offices of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool ” 

Wright, Albert James, Northampton, Potatoe Dealer, May 8 at 3 at 
offices of Walker, Market pl, Northampton 

Wright, Irving, Dudley, Worcester, Travelling Draper. May 1 at 11 
at offices of Whitehouse, Castie st, Dudley 

Young, Frederick, Preaton, Herttord, Cordwainer. Apr 28 at ll at 
offices of Wade, Tilehouse st, Hitchin 

Young, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Merchant. Apr 30 at 2 at offices 
of Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 








